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REVIEWS OF THE BENGHAZI ATTACKS AND 
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 


Thursday, September 19, 2013 

House of Representatives, 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, 

Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:40 a.m., in Room 2154, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Darrell E. Issa [chairman of 
the committee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Issa, Mica, Duncan, McHenry, Jordan, 
Chaffetz, Walberg, Lankford, Amash, Gosar, Meehan, DesJarlais, 
Gowdy, Farenthold, Hastings, Lummis, Woodall, Massie, Collins, 
Meadows, Bentivolio, DeSantis, Cummings, Maloney, Norton, 
Tierney, Clay, Lynch, Connolly, Speier, Cartwright, Pocan, 
Duckworth, Davis, and Grisham. 

Staff Present: Ali Ahmad, Communications Advisor; Brien A. 
Beattie, Professional Staff Member; Molly Boyl, Parliamentarian; 
Lawrence J. Brady, Staff Director; Daniel Bucheli, Assistant Clerk; 
Caitlin Carroll, Deputy Press Secretary; John Cuaderes, Deputy 
Staff Director; Adam P. Fromm, Director of Member Services and 
Committee Operations; Linda Good, Chief Clerk; Frederick Hill, Di- 
rector of Communications and Senior Policy Advisor; Mitchell S. 
Kominsky, Counsel; Jim Lewis, Senior Policy Advisor; Mark D. 
Marin, Director of Oversight; John Ohly, Professional Staff Mem- 
ber; Ashok M. Pinto, Deputy Chief Counsel, Investigations; Su- 
sanne Sachsman Grooms, Minority Chief Counsel; Jennifer Hoff- 
man, Minority Communications Director; Chris Knauer, Minority 
Senior Investigator; Julia Krieger, Minority New Media Press Sec- 
retary; Elisa LaNier, Director of Operations; Jason Powell, Minor- 
ity Senior Counsel; Dave Rapallo, Minority Staff Director; Daniel 
Roberts, Minority Staff Assistant/Legislative Correspondent; and 
Valerie Shen, Minority Counsel. 

Chairman IsSA. The committee will come to order. 

The Oversight Committee exists to secure two fundamental prin- 
ciples. First, Americans have a right to know that the money 
Washington takes from them is well spent. And second, Americans 
deserve an efficient, effective government that works for them. 

Our duty on the Oversight and Government Reform Committee 
is to protect these rights. Our solemn responsibility is to hold gov- 
ernment accountable to taxpayers, for what they know is important 
for how they decide. And in fact, our job is to work tirelessly in 
partnership with citizen watchdogs to deliver the facts to the 
American people and bring genuine reform to the Federal bureauc- 
racy. This is our mission. 


( 1 ) 
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I now would ask unanimous consent to read into the record 
statements from two witnesses who will not he available, but fam- 
ily of the victims of the 9/11 attack on Benghazi. 

Without objection so ordered. 

First, a letter from Kate Doherty Quigley. And she says in a let- 
ter to the ranking member and myself, thank you for your invita- 
tion to participate in the committee’s September 19, 2013, hearing 
concerning the attacks on the U.S. facility on September 11, 2012, 
during which four Americans, including my brother, Glen Doherty, 
was killed. I am unable to do so but submit for the committee’s 
consideration the following questions concerning events that led to 
my brother’s death in particular. I ask that because I am unaware 
of the answers these questions have been provided. First, my un- 
derstanding is that it took 8 hours for the rescue team from Tripoli 
to travel 200 miles to reach their destination in Benghazi, that 
there were no dedicated transportation assets in place and that the 
team received no help getting through barriers like the Benghazi 
airport and checkpoints in that city. 

If this is correct, why was it so given the urgency of the mission, 
recognizing the difficulty of what ifs, and that is the way it is writ- 
ten, I nevertheless, ask, if those conditions were so, had been dif- 
ferent would the outcome have been less tragic? Secondly, Glen 
lived his life to the fullest and took pride in teaching others how 
to be their best. Glen died serving with men he respected pro- 
tecting the freedoms we enjoy as Americans and doing something 
he loved. 

He is an American hero to those who did not know him, but for 
those of us who did know him, he is a best friend who leaves be- 
hind a giant hole in our hearts. My thanks go out to those in Con- 
gress and the administration who strive to learn what mistakes 
were made that night so that U.S. personnel can be better pro- 
tected in the future. And it is signed Kate Doherty Quigley. 

Chairman IssA. Secondly, a letter that is signed from Chris Ste- 
vens’ family. Chris Stevens died in the service of his country. He 
died doing what he loved most, working to build bridges of under- 
standing and mutual respect between the people of the United 
States and the people of the Middle East and North Africa. 

He was loved by many more Libyans than those who hated him 
for being an American. A few dozen fanatics penetrated his com- 
pound, b^ut more than 30,000 people in Benghazi demonstrated in 
protest over his death. Chris was successful because he embodied 
the traits that have always endeared Americans to the world, a 
commitment to democratic principles and respect for others regard- 
less of race, religion or culture. 

Chris regarded and liked each person he met as an individual. 
He respected their views whether or not he agreed. One of his 
friends told us a tale that reflects his success on a small scale. Pic- 
nicking in the Libyan countryside, they met a local family. Chris 
immediately greeted them and suggested that they be photo- 
graphed together. The young son of the patriarch of the family sus- 
picious and negative toward Americans, refused to participate. So 
Chris continued chatting with the others. When it was time to 
leave, the initially suspicious son presented Chris with a bouquet 
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of flowers. “This is because you were so respectful to my father,” 
he said. 

Chris was not willing to be the kind of diplomat who would strut 
around in fortified compounds. He amazed and impressed Libyans 
by walking the streets with the lightest of escorts, sitting in side- 
walk cafes chatting with passersby. There was a risk to being ac- 
cessible. He knew it, and he accepted it. 

What Chris would never have accepted was the idea that his 
death would be used for political purposes. There was security 
shortcomings no doubt. Both internal and outside investigations 
have identified and publicly disclosed them. Steps are being taken 
to prevent their recurrence. Chris would not have wanted to be re- 
membered as a victim. Chris knew and accepted that he was work- 
ing under dangerous circumstances. He did so just as so many of 
our diplomats and development professionals do every day. Because 
he believed the work was vitally important, he would have wanted 
the critical work he was doing to build bridges of mutual under- 
standing and respect, the kind of work that made him literally 
thousands of friends and admirers across the broader Middle East 
to continue. 

So rather than engage in endless recrimination, his family is 
working to continue building bridges he so successfully began. One 
year ago this week, in response to tremendous outpouring of sup- 
port from around the world, we launched the J. Christopher Ste- 
vens fund. The mission of the fund is to support activities that 
build bridges between the people of the United States and those of 
the broader Middle East. 

This was the mission to which Chris dedicated his life. We are 
grateful to each contribution received from friends and family, from 
the government of Libya and from people near and far moved by 
Chris and his story. 

In the coming weeks and months, we will launch a number of in- 
novative programs and initiatives. The focus of our activity is on 
young people, both here in America and across the Middle East and 
North Africa. 

Chris served in the Peace Corps in Morocco, and his death was 
felt acutely by the Peace Corps family. Last year in response to nu- 
merous queries from returned Peace Corps volunteers during Peace 
Corps Week, we encouraged returned volunteers to fan out across 
America and speak with youth about their experience abroad. We 
are now working with the Peace Corps to expand their reach into 
schools and communities across the country. 

The Center for Middle East Studies at the University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley, where Chris studied as an undergraduate, an- 
nounced on September 11th, the Ambassador J. Christopher Ste- 
vens Memorial Fund for Middle East Studies. Endowed by the J. 
Christopher Stevens Fund, our purpose is to encourage and inspire 
students in Middle Eastern and North African scholarship. 

In Piedmont, California, where Chris spent his teen years, the 
Piedmont unified school district board of education has voted to 
name the Piedmont High School library the Ambassador Chris- 
topher Stevens Memorial Library. 

Chris was inspired by Piedmont high school’s motto, “achieve the 
honorable.” 
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Later this year, together with a coalition of public and private 
partners, we will launch the J. Christopher Stevens virtual ex- 
change initiative. This initiative will embrace the power of tech- 
nology to fuel the largest ever increase in people-to-people ex- 
changes between the United States and the broader Middle East, 
vastly increasing the number and diversity of youth who have a 
meaningful cross-cultural experience as part of their formative edu- 
cation and reaching over 1 million youth by 2020. 

Later this year the University of California Hastings College of 
the Law from which Chris graduated in 1989, will host the Ambas- 
sador J. Christopher Stevens Symposium. The event will empha- 
size law and public policy as used in the practice to advance global 
understanding and peace principles to which Chris was committed. 

There have been more awards bestowed and honors given to 
Chris’ memory, than we would ever have thought possible. But as 
we have said before, we have received letters from thousands of 
people all over the world who were touched by Chris’ example. His 
openness touched a cord in their hearts. Chris would have wanted 
to be remembered for that. Thank you. The family of Chris Ste- 
vens. 

And without objection, they will both be placed in the Record. 

Chairman ISSA. Briefly in my opening statement, today, we want 
to both do our job as constitutional officers and be very cognizant 
of the wishes of the family. We will hear on the second panel from 
additional family members. Like the first, they both want answers 
to questions, and they want Chris’s memory to be one of his diplo- 
macy and his service. They don’t want this to be a political football. 

The committee’s primary obligation as the Oversight and Reform 
Committee is to do oversight leading to meaningful reform. 

Last week marked the 12th anniversary of the September 11th 
attack on the United States. It marked the 1-year anniversary of 
the terrorist attack on the diplomatic facility in Benghazi. The at- 
tack cost Americans their lives. Ambassador Christopher Stevens, 
State Department information officer Sean Smith, and two Amer- 
ican security officers, former U.S. Navy SEAL, Tyrone Woods and 
Glen Doherty. 

Today, we honor their memories and the heroic service to our 
Nation. We recognize also the family members of the fallen who are 
with us today are those who truly experience that loss firsthand. 

Last October, Secretary Hillary Clinton convened the Account- 
ability Review Board, or ARB, as required by law to examine the 
facts and circumstances surrounding the hideous attacks and the 
report findings and recommendations. The ARB report was deliv- 
ered to Congress on December 18, 2012. While the ARB made some 
important findings, it also raised serious additional questions. 

First, the ARBs structure, along with the State Department cul- 
ture, raises questions about the extent to which it can be inde- 
pendent. Although it is a meaningful document, this committee has 
not been able to receive the background information or were the re- 
recorded notes sufficient to allow for a true review of the review? 

As we convene this hearing, the committee down the hall, the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, has authored significant reforms in the 
form of legislation. Part of what we will do here today is to con- 
tinue fueling the discovery process for that purpose. 
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In preparation for today’s hearing, the staff has prepared ap- 
proximately a 100-page report which is entitled “Benghazi Attacks, 
Investigative Update Interim Report on the Accountability Review 
Board.” 

I ask unanimous consent it now he placed in the record. 

It raises important questions on the review hoard process. Today 
our panel includes distinguished former government officials who 
know firsthand how important this process is, and who dedicated 
their lives to this public service. And we thank you for being here 
today. 

Any criticism of the accountability review process or the law 
passed by Congress in 1986 that created it, should be cast on Con- 
gress and the process that they were asked to do and not to the 
individuals who headed this. I believe that to the extent that the 
ARB was currently and traditionally used, it has done its job. Our 
criticism today is was it the appropriate investigation? Was it com- 
plete? Did it have the processes necessary to do a thorough review? 
Did it have the authority to go beyond the State Department? Was 
the record such that it could be reviewed and reviewed again as 
many tragic and large investigations will? 

I think we all understand that if the attack 12 years ago on 9/ 
11/2001 had been reviewed through the accountability review proc- 
ess, it would not have been sufficient for the American people. 
Therefore, our investigation today and the subject of this hearing 
is to look at what could be done, what was done, what was learned 
through the ARB. And I want to thank Ambassador Pickering and 
Admiral Mullen personally for their work. They made many reform 
suggestions. My understanding is all of them have been accepted. 
My understanding, further, is acceptance and implementation can 
be different. 

In particular, one of the questions that will not be answered 
today but undoubtedly will be asked is if four individuals were held 
accountable and in testimony, at least one was recommended for 
firing, why is it none lost a day’s pay and all are back on the job? 
That is a question for the current administration and not one for 
this panel. 

Additionally, we are joined by Director Sullivan and Todd Keil. 
Their review is a second review, and it is broader in nature than 
Benghazi. And it is important because one thing that America 
learned from the attacks on 9/11, 2012 is that, in fact, the system 
failed the people who were in that compound in Benghazi. 

Without a doubt, there are problems with in how decisions are 
made for security of our various diplomatic facilities throughout the 
world. I look forward particularly in that Director Sullivan has 
firsthand knowledge of primary protection of an individual, such as 
an Ambassador or the President of the United States, but he also 
understands that compounds and facilities, both preplanned and ad 
hoc such as a hotel the President might be staying in, have to be 
taken as they are but made to work. 

That for me says a lot about the nature of our diplomatic facili- 
ties throughout the world. Diplomatic compounds that are Inman 
compliant need not be looked at in any great additional detail. 
They are, in fact, set back, they are, in fact, fortresses. 
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The only thing that needs to happen in Inman-compliant facility 
is for the rules and the procedures to be followed for them to be 
extremely secure. But the vast majority of consulates, offices, 
USAID facilities and the like throughout the world are not Inman 
compliant. In fact, our investigation has shown that a great many 
exceptions occur every day, if you will, waivers to what is supposed 
to be. Often this comes in the form of defining a facility in a way 
different than what it actually is. And a multi country office has 
a different standard than a consulate or an embassy, but if, in fact, 
principal officers are there and the risk of attack is high, they must 
be looked at in that sense. 

So I for one believe that this interim report closes — and I hope 
it really will — the chapter on the service of Ambassador Pickering 
and Admiral Mullen because I believe their service, although lim- 
ited to the rules of the ARB, has been honorable, and they have 
done the best they could under the rules that Congress gave them 
in 1986. 

And with that. I’m going to ask unanimous consent that my en- 
tire opening statement be placed in the record since I used so much 
time for the earlier reading. And I yield back and I recognize the 
ranking member for his opening statement. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to begin by recognizing Mrs. Patricia Smith, and Mr. 
Charles Woods who are here to testify about their sons who were 
killed in Benghazi, Sean Smith and Tyrone Woods. 

Nobody can fully comprehend the anguish they are suffering. I 
know from my own experience that losing someone so young and 
so promising is one of the most difficult things we ever experience 
in life. 

Sadly, there are now other mothers and fathers, husbands and 
wives, sisters and brothers who are also grieving after the shoot- 
ings this week at the Washington Navy Yard less than a mile from 
this very room. Our hearts go out to those families as well. 

In addition, although Ambassador Stevens’ family was not able 
to attend today, and the Doherty — they sent a written statement, 
as did Glen Doherty’s sister, and Mr. Chairman, I’m very, very 
pleased and I thank you for not only reading their statements into 
the record, but making sure that they are part of the record. 

I look forward to hearing that testimony, and I hope we can 
learn more about who these very brave individuals were. I want to 
learn about their hopes and their dreams and their service to our 
country. 

I believe our goal at today’s hearing should be to honor them as 
heroes, because that is exactly what they were. They believed in 
this Nation and they devoted their lives to protecting it. 

There are other ways our Nation should honor these men. First, 
we must hunt down those responsible and bring them to justice. 
Progress on this front may not always be visible to the public, but 
as our Nation demonstrated in the relentless worldwide 10-year 
pursuit of Osama bin Laden, the United States does not forget. We 
never forget. And I believe I speak for the entire committee when 
I say that our commitment to this goal is bipartisan and unwaver- 
ing. 
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Another way to honor their memories is to obtain information 
about what happened in Benghazi. Chairman Issa issued a report 
earlier this week that provided some new information but, unfortu- 
nately, he chose not to work with any Democratic committee mem- 
bers. So today I offer him my own report that I would like to pro- 
vide to the committee and the witnesses. 

As this report explains, our goal was to supply detailed informa- 
tion in response to some of the specific questions that have been 
raised relating to the attack. Our report is based on the review of 
tens of thousands of pages of classified and unclassified documents, 
16 transcribed interviews, and one deposition. 

Our report provides new details about the intense and terrifying 
week last September when events at embassies and consulates 
around the world put U.S. personnel on hair trigger alert for days. 
These included events not only in Benghazi, but also in Khartoum, 
Sana’a, Karachi, Lahore and Islamabad where crowds of thousands 
marched, set fires and breached United States compounds repeat- 
edly. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that our report be made part of the record. 

Chairman IssA. Without objection so ordered. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

Another critical way we should honor the memories of these he- 
roes is by implementing the recommendations and reforms that 
were put forth to improve the security of our diplomatic and mili- 
tary forces around the world. This is so important. This is the com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform, reform is so, so vital, 
particularly at this moment. 

I hope we can all agree on a bipartisan basis that we should im- 
plement these recommendations as effectively and as efficiently as 
possible. 

On this point. Ambassador Pickering explained to the committee 
during his deposition that because of his own personal and profes- 
sional bond with Ambassador Stevens, he viewed his service on the 
Accountability Review Board as “a debt of honor.” 

He said, “Chris gave me two wonderful years of his life in sup- 
porting me in very difficult circumstances.” He also said, “I owed 
him his family and the families of the others who died the best pos- 
sible report we could put together.” 

However Ambassador Pickering also said he was deeply con- 
cerned that although the previous ARBs were “excellent in their 
recommendations, the follow-through had dwindled away.” 

Ladies and gentlemen, we cannot let that happen under our 
watch. This is our watch. We are in charge now, and we must 
make the, we must never let a report like this sit on some shelves 
collecting dust, and then 10, 12 years from now we are going 
through the same process again. As I have said many times, we are 
better than that. 

I would like to make one final point. And let me go back to Admi- 
ral Mullen. I want to thank both of you for your service. The chair- 
man said this is not any kind of an attack on you all, it is con- 
cerned about the breadth of the report and things like that. But I 
know that you gave a phenomenal amount of your time and I want 
to thank both of you. But I don’t want to just thank you for today. 
I want to thank you for what you have done for your entire lives. 



8 


for your entire lives, giving your blood, your sweat, your tears to 
make life better for us so that we could sit here and do what we 
do. And I appreciate that. 

Ambassador Pickering, in my 37 years of practicing law, I have 
never heard such compelling testimony. I just so happened to sit 
in at your deposition, and when you told us why you did this, and 
why it was so important that it be excellently done and completely 
done, and I will never forget the things you said. And I really 
thank you for that. 

There have been some extremely serious accusations that the 
ARB was a “whitewash” and a “coverup.” Some said “it doesn’t an- 
swer any real questions.” And that is “the sole function, the sole 
function was to insulate Hillary Clinton.” 

When I hear those kinds of statements and then I read the depo- 
sitions and I listen to you. Ambassador Pickering, you know, I got 
to tell you, those kinds of statements upset me. Because I think 
that they are so unfair. And we are better than that. 

So let me respond as directly as I can. Based on all of the evi- 
dence obtained by this committee, this Benghazi review was one of 
the most comprehensive ARB reviews ever conducted. I have seen 
no evidence, none whatsoever, to support these reckless accusa- 
tions. To the contrary, witness after witness told the committee 
that the ARBs report was “penetrating, specific, critical, very 
tough, and the opposite of a whitewash.” 

Finally, one reason I requested today’s hearing 4 months ago was 
to give Ambassador Pickering and Admiral Mullen an opportunity 
to respond directly to these unsubstantiated accusations. I’m glad 
they are finally being given that opportunity. 

Our Nation owes them and the other board members profound 
thanks for their dedication and for their service. With that, Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. 

All members will have 7 days to submit opening statements for 
the record, and we will now recognize our first panel. 

As previously noted. Ambassador Thomas R. Pickering served as 
chairman of the U.S. Department of State’s Accountability Review 
Board for Benghazi. Ambassador Pickering has had a long and dis- 
tinguished career as a diplomat. He has served in an unprece- 
dented number of ambassadorships: Jordan, Nigeria, El Salvador, 
Israel, India, Russia, and the United Nations. 

Not to be any less distinguished. Admiral Michael G. Mullen, 
U.S. Navy retired, served as the vice chairman of the ARB. Admi- 
ral Mullen is a retired four-star Navy admiral who served two 
terms as the chairman of the joint chiefs of staff, the highest rank 
of any officer in the Armed Forces. Mr. Mark Sullivan served as 
chairman of the independent panel on best practices, and is the 
former director of the United States Secret Service, a role in which 
he and I worked together on a number of tough issues, and I re- 
spect your participation here today. 

The Honorable Todd M. Keil served as a member of the inde- 
pendent panel on best practices and is the former assistant sec- 
retary for infrastructure protection at the United States Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. 
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Welcome all. Pursuant to our rules would you please rise raise 
your right hand to take the oath. 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm the testimony you will give 
today will he the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth? 
Please be seated. 

Let the record reflect that all witnesses answered in the affirma- 
tive. 

As I said before, this hearing in our private meeting, this is an 
important hearing and one in which each of your testimonies are 
extremely important. Your entire written statements will be placed 
in the record. Use as close to 5 minutes as you can for your open- 
ing. I’m not going to have a heavy gavel if you have additional 
words you have to say, but I would like to allow as much time for 
questions as possible. 

Ambassador. 

STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR THOMAS R. PICKERING 

Ambassador Pickering. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much 
and ranking minority member Mr. Cummings, thank you very 
much. It’s an important opportunity to appear before you today for 
this important matter. 

It’s been a special honor for me to work with Admiral Mullen and 
indeed the other members of the Accountability Review Board on 
this very pressing important and significant issue. 

If I may, and I don’t want to extend beyond the limits of my brief 
with you, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that our report will also ap- 
pear in the record in an appropriate fashion. 

Chairman IssA. The entire report will be placed in the record. 

Ambassador Pickering. Thank you, sir. The loss of four brave in- 
dividuals is devastating to our country and most especially to their 
families. We sympathize with them, with Mrs. Smith and Mr. 
Woods and all of them in their loss. 

The board met pursuant to a statute. The questions the board 
was to respond to under the statute are the extent to which the in- 
cident was security related; whether the security systems and secu- 
rity procedures were adequate; whether the security systems and 
security procedures were properly implemented; the impact of intel- 
ligence and information availability; such other facts and cir- 
cumstances which may be relevant to the appropriate security 
management of U.S. missions abroad; and finally, with regard to 
personnel, whenever the board finds reasonable cause to believe 
that an individual has breached the duty of that individual, the 
board should report that finding to appropriate Federal agency or 
instrumentality. 

The board met almost continuously for 2-1/2 months. The group 
worked collegially and intensively and after extensive activities 
outlined in my testimony, reached unanimous conclusions which 
are reflected in the report. The board conducted about 100 inter- 
views beginning with key personnel who were on the ground dur- 
ing the events in Benghazi. It further reviewed many thousands of 
pages of documents and viewed hours of video. It was provided 
with the fullest cooperation by the Department of State and all ele- 
ments of the U.S. Government. 

The key findings of the board include the following: 
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The attacks were security related, involving the use of armed 
force against U.S. personnel at two facilities. Responsibility for the 
loss of life and other damage rests completely with the terrorists 
who carried out the attacks. Systemic failures and leadership and 
management deficiencies at senior levels within two bureaus of the 
Department of State resulted in a security posture at the special 
mission in Benghazi that was inadequate for the mission and 
grossly inadequate to deal with the attacks. 

Notwithstanding the proper implementation of security systems 
and procedures and the remarkable heroism shown by American 
personnel, those systems and the Libyan response fell short in the 
face of the attacks which began with the penetration of the mission 
by dozens of armed attackers. The board found that U.S. intel- 
ligence provided no immediate specific tactical warning of the at- 
tack. Known gaps existed in the U.S. Intelligence Community’s un- 
derstanding of the extremist militias in Libya and the potential 
threat that they posed to U.S. interests, although some threats 
were known to exist. 

The board found that certain senior officers within two bureaus 
of the State Department demonstrated a lack of proactive leader- 
ship and management ability in their responses to security con- 
cerns posed by the Benghazi special mission attack given the dete- 
riorating threat environment and the lack of reliable host country, 
Libyan, protection. The board did not find reasonable cause to de- 
termine that any individual U.S. Government employee breached 
his or her duty. 

Recommendations. The Department of State should urgently re- 
view the balance between risk and presence. We did not agree that 
no presence was an appropriate answer in most cases. The basis 
for review should include a defined, attainable, priority mission, 
clear-eyed assessment of the risks and costs, commitment of suffi- 
cient resources to mitigate risks, and constant attention to changes 
in the situation, including when to leave and perform the mission 
from a distance. 

The Department should reexamine the diplomatic security orga- 
nization and management. The Department should organize a 
panel of outside independent experts to identify best practices and 
regularly assist the Diplomatic Security Bureau in evaluating U.S. 
security in high risk and high threat posts, and indeed I’m de- 
lighted that Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Keil are with us who prepared 
that report. 

The Secretary should require an action plan on dealing with the 
use of fire as a weapon. Recalling the incomplete construction rec- 
ommendations of the Nairobi and Dar Es Salaam ARB, the Depart- 
ment should work with the Congress to restore the capital cost 
sharing program in its full capacity adjusted for inflation to about 
$2.2 billion for fiscal year 2015 in a 10-year program to address 
outstanding needs in high-risk, high-threat areas. 

While intelligence capabilities have improved post 2001, there is 
no certainty of warning information. More attention needs to be 
given to generally deteriorating threat situations. Key trends need 
to be identified early to sharpen risk calculations. 

The board recognizes that poor performance does not ordinarily 
constitute a breach of duty that would serve as a basis for discipli- 
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nary action, but instead needs to be addressed by the performance 
management system of the State Department. However, the board 
is of the view that findings of unsatisfactory leadership perform- 
ance by senior officials in the case of Benghazi should be a poten- 
tial basis for discipline recommendations by future ARBs and 
would recommend a revision of Department of State regulations or 
amendment of the relevant statute to this end. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, it was an honor to be called again 
for government service on the Benghazi ARB. Many have said that 
our report would either advocate mere reinforcement of fortress 
embassies or closing down our presence. No conclusion like that 
could be farther from the truth. We recognize that perfection and 
protection is not possible and that fine and good men and women 
will still come forward to serve their country and risk their lives 
on the front-lines of danger. We should continue to do all that we 
can to protect them as they go about such challenging tasks. That 
was the sole purpose of our report, and it was produced with a deep 
sense that we had to get it right, politics, elections, personal con- 
troversy and all other external factors aside. 

I am aware that no report will ever be perfect but I am proud 
of this one which has been seen by many as clear, cogent and very 
hard hitting, as it should be. 

New information is always welcome. I feel that this report is still 
on the mark, free of coverup and political tilt and will personally 
welcome anything new which sheds light on what happened and 
that helps us to protect American lives and property in the future. 

Finally, I recognize that we are a government of branches and 
checks and balances. I have always respected the Congress and the 
tasks it must assume to make our Nation great. I appear today 
against the backdrop of those beliefs. We will not always agree. But 
let us always agree that the national interests, the best interests 
and welfare of the American people, are the criteria against which 
we serve. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I very much look forward to your 
questions. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of Ambassador Pickering follows:] 
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Testimony by Thomas R, Pickering, 

Ctaairnmn of the Benghazi Accountability Review Board 
Before the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
September 19, 2013, 10:00 a.m. 

Chairman issn, Ranking Member Cummings, and Members of the Committee: 

Thank you for the opportanity to appear before you in this important matter. In light of 
your interests, I want to address in my testimony today three major areas; the role and 
proceedings of tits Benghazi Accountability Review Board (ARB) from October 5, 2012 to 
December 17, 2012, the major findings of the ARB, and its recommendations, I will end with a 
short personal conclusion. 

The events of the night of September 1 1 - September 1 2, 20 1 2 resul ted in the loss of 4 
brave Americans and the wounding of several others. Ambassador J. Christopher Stevens was 
among them, the fir.st American Ambassador to be killed in the line of duty for nearly 25 years. 
We all felt a special sense of grief and involvement in response to this destructive attack on our 
colleagues and tliat motivated the Board to work as effectively and rapidly as was possible under 
the circumstances. Ambassador Stevens and 1 were close colleagues in the late 1990s when we 
worked together for 2 years. 

The loss of these individuals is devastating to our country and, most especially, their 
families. We sympathize with them in their loss. 

The Board and its Proceedings 

The Board met pursuant to a statute; US Code Title 22, Chapter 58, subchapter HI, 
Section 483 1 Aocountabiiity Review Boards, and at the call, under that statute, of the Secretary 
of State. 

The statute provides that in the case of serious injury, loss of life, or significant 
destruction of property at, or related to, a United States Government mission abroad, . . . the 
Secretary of State shali convene an Accountability Review Board,,,” 

Under the statute, tiie ARB is charged with addrcs.sing certain questions clearly designed 
to understand what happened and on that basis address recommendations for seeking to reduce, 
avoid, and, where possible, prevent such instances from ocoinring in the future. 

The questions under the statute are: 

(1) The extent to whioii the Incident with rcsirect to whicli the Boai'd was convened was 
security related; 

(2) Wiiether the security systems and security procedures at that mission were adequate; 

(3) Whctlier tire security system.s and security procedures were properly implemented; 

(4) The impact of intelligence and information availability; and 

(5) Such other facts and oimumstances which may bo relevant to the appropriate .security 
management of United States missions abroad. 
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The Board is asked to inciude recommendations as appropriate . .to improve the security and 
efficiency of any program or operation which the Board has reviewed." 

Finally, with regard to personnel, “fw]henever the Board finds reasonable cause to 
believe that an Individual.,, has breached the duly of that Individual, . the Board should report 
that finding to the appropriate Federal agency or Instruinentality, 

* !» ♦ 

The Board met almost eontlnuou-sly for two and a half months. Its membership included 
Admiral Mike Mullen, USN (ret) and former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as Vice 
Chairman; Ms. Catherine Berttai, professor at the Maxwell School of Syracu.?e University and 
former United Nations Under Secretary General for Management; Mr, Richard Shinnlck, a 
retired Foreign Service officer with a distinguished career In admini.strBtion, management, 
over-seas buildings, security issues and a former 1 5-year member of the New York City Fire 
Department - all appointed by the Secretaiy of State; and Mr. Flugh Turner, a retired senior 
inteiiigenoe officer with experience in North African issues, appointed under the statute by the 
Director of National Intelligence. 

The group worked coilegiaily and intensively and, after extensive activities outlined 
below, reached unanimous conclu,sions reflected in a report, it included 29 recommendations, 
al! of which have been accepted for implementation both by Secretary Hillary R. Clinton and by 
her successor in office. Secretary John Kerry, That implementation, I understand, is now on- 
going by the State Department with the assistance of the Congress on a number of 
recommendations. 

The report was prepared in two fonns, a slightly longer classified report and an 
unclassified report, which has been released to the public. 

The Board conducted about ! 00 interviews, beginning with key personnel who were on 
the ground during the events in Benghazi. If flirther reviewed many thousands of pages of 
documents and viewed hours of video, including security surveillance footage and Predator 
drone footage of portions of the events in Benghazi as they took place. It was provided witli the 
Mlest cooperation by the Department of State and all elements of the US Government, It 
interviewed experts from outside the government, and in a few ca.scs officials of interaational 
organizations and foreign governments. The cooperation we received was exemplary mid we are 
gratefcl for it. 

t * * 

In addition , we worked closely with-tiie Federal Bureau of Investigation and the 
Department of Justice who, pursuant to their .statutory responsibilities, are canying out tlie 
criminal investigation of the matter. 

The Board was supported by a small staff drawn from several offices of the Department 
of State which served to assist the Board in its inquiries and review and who maintained the 
objectivity and interest which it is oiear the statute and tlie action of pa.st Boards required We 
continue to express our admiration and thanks to them for the long hours, excellent research, 
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liseftiJ advice and unlimited devotion to the full and suceessftil completion of the task. The 
Board and the staff shared an unalloyed commitment to doing all they could to find the answers 
and make appropriate recontraendations to avoid any firtnro loss of life or properly. 

The Findings' 

1 . The attacks were security related, involving the use of armed force against US persottnel at 
two facilities. Responsibility for the loss of life and other damage rests completely with the 
terrorists who caiTied out the attacks. The attacks were unprecedented In their scale and 
intensity. There was no protest prior to tire attacks. 

2. Systemic failures and leadership and management deficiencies at senior levels within two 
bureaus of the Department of State resulted in a security posture at the special mission in 
Benghazi that was inadequate for the mission and grossly Inadequate to deal with the attacks. 

Security was not seen as a “shared responsibility” in Washington, resulting in stove-piped 
decisions on policy and security. 

The short-term and transitory nature of the special mission facility resulfed in 
temporary staff assignments of 40 days or less, which diminished institutional knowledge, 
continuity, and mission capacity. 

Overall, the number of State .security officers assigned to Benghazi before and during the 
attack was inadequate despite requests for additional staff. 

The insufficient state of the Benghazi platform was at variance with established security 
standards regarding both perimeter and interior security, it was under-resourced with respect 
to security equipment, despite efforts to establish some upgrades, 

The uncertain future of the special mission and its “non-status” as a temporary, residential 
facility made re.source allocations difficult and ieil responsibility with field / working level 
people with scarce resources, 

in the weeks leading up to the attack, the response to a deteriorating situation wa.s inadequate 
at all three levels - Bengiiazi, the Embassy at Tripoli and Washington. 

Dependence on tlie local authorities, the traditional bedrock for diplomatic security, was 
limited to poorly armed and unreliable local militia members. This dependence was 
misplaced. 

All were aware of the September 11 anniversary of the events of 2001 in the US and there 
were no credible repoits of a threat. Ambassador Stevens took the date into account by not 


' Numbere key to statutory questions, above. 
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venturing outside the facility that day. 

Ambassador Stevens decided to visit independently of Washington, in accord witli standard 
practice. Several factors including commitments in Tripoli drove the timing. Travel and 
security plans for the trip were not shared widely in 'fripoii among US Embassy personnel. 
The declining security situation was not seen by Ambassador Stevens as a factor. His 
position as the leading US government expert on Benghazi caused Washington to give 
unusual deference to his judgments on those issues. 

Cofnrounication, cooperation and coordination among Washington, Tripoli and Benghazi 
functioned oollegially at the working level but were constrained by a lack of transparency, 
responsiveness and leadeT.ship at senior levels, Tliere was conftision in the Department over 
who was ultimately responsible and empowered to make decisions that involved both policy 
and security considerations. 


3, Notwithstanding the proper implementation of security systems and procedure and the 
remarkable heroism shown by American personnel, those systems and the Libyan response 
fell short in the lace of the attacks which began with the penetration of the mission by 
dozens of armed attackers. 

The Board found the response by both the armed and unarmed Libyan guards to be 
inadequate. Ihere is little evidence that the mmed guards offered any meaningful resistance 
or moved to summon expeditious help from their fellow militia members. 

The Board found the Libyan government’s response to be profoundly lacking on the night of 
the attacks, reflecting both weak capacity and the near absence of central government 
influence and control In Benghazi. 

The Libytui government did facilitate help liom government-aligned militia, supporting the 
US cvaeiiation to the airport on the morning of September 12 and provided a military C-130 
aircraft to evacuate US personnel and the bodies of the deceased. 

The Board detennined that the US personnel on the ground acted with courage and a 
readiness to risk their lives to protect their eoileagues in a nearly impossible situation. The 
Board believes that every effort was made to rescue and recover Ambassador Stevens and 
Sean Smith. 

Tile interagency response was timely and appropriate. There was not enough time for US 
military assets to have made a difference. 


4, The Board found that US intelligence provided no immediate, specific tactical warning of 
the attack. Known gaps exi.sted in the US intelligence community’s understanding of 
extremist miiltia.s in Libya and the potential threat they posed to US intcresbi. although some 
thi'eats were known to exist. 
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5. The Board found that certain senior officials within two bureaus of the Department 
demonstrated a lack of proactive teadership and management ability in their responses to 
security concerns posed by the Benghazi special mission given the deteriorating threat 
environment and the lack of reliabie host country protection. The Board did not find 
reasonable cause to determine tliat any individual US government employee breached his or 
her duty. 


Key Recommendations 

The board provided recommendations in six areas; Overarching Security Considerations; 
Staffing High Risk, High Threat Posts; Training and Awareness; Security and Fire Safety 
Equipment; Intelligence and Threat Analysis; and Personnel AeeountabiJHy. The bulk of the 
recommendations (24 of 29) appear in the unclassified report and will be considered in this 
testimony. The Board was struck by a number of factors, including the degree to which many of 
the considerations underiying and motivating our recommendations echoed the recommendations 
of some of the 1 9 preceding Accountability Review Board reports (all of which we reviewed 
oarefuily); the difficulties in determining risk, the relationship between risk and policy 
imperatives and the problems of dealing with significant uncertainties in these equations, and 
finally the degree to which habit, conditioning, and long periods without tragedy or catastrophe 
conditions the human mind to lose sight of or lack an appreciation of the potenfiaJ for the re- 
occurrence in some form or other of those significant contingencies. 

Overarching Securiiy Comideralions: 

1 . The State Department must strengthen security for personnel and platftiiTns beyond 
traditional relianee on host country protection in high risk, high threat posts (defined as 
posts in countrie.s with high levels of political violence and terrorism, governments with a 
weak capacity to protect, or platforms which fall well below established standards). The 
Department should urgently review the balance between risk and pTe.sence. We did not 
agree no presence was an appropriate answer in most ca.ses, The basis for a review 
should include a defined, attainable, priority mission; clear eyed assessment of the risks 
and costs; commitment of siiffioient resources to mitigate risks; and con.stant attention to 
changes in the situations including When to leave and perform the mission from a 
distance. 

2. The Department should re-examine the Diplomatic Security (DS) organization and 
management, especially regarding span of control for securiiy planning for overseas 

in issions. The Board welcomed the appointment of a new DS senior o ffieial to look after 
high risk, high threat posts, 

3. The Ambassador carries full and direct responsibility for security in the field and thus 
risk management for the country in which he or slie selves. Each regionai Assistant 
Secretary in Washington should have coiTe.sponding respon.sibility in support of the 
Ambassador. Regionai bureaus need to augment their personnel and attention to this 
duty. 
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4. The Department should organize a pane! of outside, independent experts to identify best 
practices and regularly assist DS in evaluating US security in high risk, high threat posts. 

5. The Department should develop minimum security standards for occupancy of high risk, 
high threat posts and seek greater fiinding for upgrades to such posts, 

6. Before opening high risk, high threat posts, the department should establish a multi- 
bureau support cell residing in the regional bureau whose purpose is to secure funding, 
including for physical security measures, staffing of security and management personnel 
and providing equipment. 

7. The Nairobi - Dar es Salaam ARD of January 1 999 called for co-location of ail newly 
constructed State Department and other US government facilitie.s. Where they are in the 
same pietropolftan area, this should be carried out unless a waiver has been approved, 

8. The Secretary should require an action plan on dealing with the itse of fire as a weapon, 
including taking immediate steps to deal with urgent issues, The report should include a 
review of training in this area for all employees, 

9. The Department should revise its guidance to insure that tripwires trigger action and not 
merely serve as threat indicators. 

10. Recalling the incomplete construction recommendations of tlie Nairobi -- Dar es Salaam 
ARB, The Defwrtment should work with the Congre.ss to restore the Capital Cost Sharing 
Program to its full capacity adjusted for inflation to about $2,2B for fiscal 2015 in a ten- 
year progi-am to address outstanding needs in high risk, higli threat areas. It should also 
work with the Congi-ess to expand utilization of Ovcrsea,s Contingency Operations 
funding to meet emerging vulnerabilities. 

1 1. The Board supports the Department’s initiative to expand the Marine Security Guard 
program, including fiinding for more Marine guards as well as additional flexibilities in 
its implementation. 

Staffing High Risk, High Threat Posts 

1 2. The Board supports increased DS .staffing and for Mobile Security Deployment Teams to 
meet critical needs, 

13. Assignments to high risk, higli threat posts of key security and other personne! sliould be 
for a niinimum of one-year. For less critical people, it should be for a minimum of 120 
days. The Board suggests a review witli an eye to u,sing authorities to a,5S!gn temporary 
personnel to such posts for a longer period of time, including retirees in “When Actually 
Employed" status, 

1 4. The Board al,so suggests a review of staffing at such posts to assure engagement of 
adequate Locally Employed Staff and adequate management support, with a particular 


6 



18 


focus on interpreters and translators, 

15. With a heavy focus contiTiiiing on the Middle Bast, the Department should enhance on- 
going efforts to upgrade language training, especially in Arabic, for all employees, 
including from DS, and seek greater resources to do so, 

16. A panel of senior, experienced DS agents should revisit high level threat training, 
especially regarding internal defense and fire survival as well as Ainhassadoria! 
protective details. 

!7. The Diplomatic Security Training Center and the Foreign Service institute should design 
a joint course in high level throat trainmg for both DS and regular Foreign Service 
officers at the mid-level. They should consider all US government and other best 
praotioesand the training should be mandatory for assignment to high risk, high threat 
posts. 

Security and Fire Safety Equipment 

1 8. Adequate equipment should be provided for safe havens in botli upgraded Inman 
facilities and non-lmnan buildings. 

19. With technical advancements in non-lelhai deterrents, the Department should ensure that 
it procures such deterrents and trains rapidly for their use, 

20. DS should upgrade surveillance cameras at high risk, high threat posts for greater 
resolution, nighttime visibility and better monitoring capability. 

Intelligence and Threat Analysis 

21. While Intelligence capabilities have improved post-2001, there is no certainty of warning 
information. More attention needs to be given to generally deteriorating threat situations, 
Key trends need to he identified early to sharpen risk ealoulations. 

22. The DS Office of Intelligence and Threat Analysis should report directly to the DS 
Assistant Secretaiy and support all DS components, regional Assistant Secretaries, and 
Ambassadors with threat analysis. 

Personnel accountability 

23. The Board recognizes that poor performance does not ordinarily constitute a breaeli of 
duty that wouid serve as a basis for disciplinary action, but instead needs to be addressed 
by the pertbnnance management system. However, the Board i.s of the view that findings 
of unsatisfactory leadership performance by senior officials in the case of 

Benghazi should be a potential basis for discipline recommendations by future ARBs and 
would recommend a revision of Department reguiations or amendment of the relevant 
statute to this end. 
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24. The Boat'd believes the courage and integrity shown by those on the ground in Benghazi 
and particularly the DS agents and the Annex team who defended their fellow employees, 
the Tripoli response team, those in Benghazi and Tripoli who cared for the wounded and 
the niany who served in Benghtizi in the diflicuU months leading up to the attacks should 
be recognized for their exceptional valor and performance in the highest ideals of 
government service. 


CoDchislon 

It was an honor to be called upon once again for government service on the Benghazi 
ARB. 1 am grateful for the opportunity. And even more, I am grateftil for the expectation tiiat 
what we did together will help in avoiding loss of life, property and esteem for our people, our 
country and our government in the feture. 

After 45 years in government service, it is realistic to understand that, although global 
challenges are growing and pitfalls have become more prominent, the world, despite its obvious 
disillusionment and frusmations with the United States, still looks to us for leadership. That is in 
part because we have a first class Foreign Service and tlie .strength, both military and economic, 
as vveil as the values and principles to whicli they look, especially in times of crises. 

Many have said our report will either advocate mere reinforcement of fortress embassies 
or closing down our presence. No conclusion like that could be farther from the Inith. We 
recognize that perfection in protection is not possible and that fine and good men and women 
will still come forward to serve their country and risk their lives on the front lines of danger. We 
should continue to do all we can to protect tliem as they go about such oliallengmg tasks, That 
was the sole purpose of our report and it was produced with a deep sense that we had to get it 
right - polities, elections, per.sonal controversy and all other external factors aside. 

* * * 

1 am aware that no report will ever be perfect. But I am proud of this one which has been 
seen by many as clear, cogent and very hard hitting - as it should be. New Information is always 
welcome, 1 feel that this report is still on the mark, free of cover up and political tilt, and will 
personally welcome anything new which sheds light on what happened and that helps us to 
protect American lives and properly in the ftiture. 

Finally, i recognize that we arc a government of branches and checks and balances. I 
have always respected the Congress and the tasks it must assume to make our nation great. 1 
appear today against the backdrop of those beliefs. We will not always agree, but let us aiways 
agree that the nalional i nterest, the best interests and welfare of the American people, are the 
criteria against which we serve. 
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Chairman ISSA. Admiral Mullen. 


STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL MICHAEL G. MULLEN 

Admiral Mullen. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Cummings, before ad- 
dressing the subject of this hearing, both my wife Deborah who is 
here with me today, and I want to express our deepest sympathies 
to the families of those killed and the tragedy earlier this week. As 
a Navy family ourselves, those lost were part, were our shipmates 
and family members in the truest sense of the word, and their 
dedication, service to our country and sacrifice will never be forgot- 
ten. 

And Chairman Issa and Ranking Member Cummings and distin- 
guished members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity 
to testify today. And I hope my testimony will be helpful to the 
committee as it investigates the tragic events that occurred in 
Benghazi, Libya on September 11th and 12, 2012. 

Shortly after those events, I was asked by then Secretary of 
State to serve as the vice chair of the Accountability Review Board, 
established to examine the attacks on the special mission com- 
pound and annex in Benghazi. The board was ably led by Ambas- 
sador Thomas Pickering and included three other highly qualified, 
respected members with expertise in various areas relevant to this 
review. 

The board members took our responsibilities very seriously and 
we worked diligently to fulfill our obligations to determine the facts 
and make recommendations as to how best to avoid similar trage- 
dies in the future. 

From the beginning, the State Department emphasized that it 
wanted full transparency about what happened in Benghazi and 
what led to those events. We had unfettered access to State De- 
partment personnel and documents. There were no limitations. We 
received the full cooperation of all witnesses and every State De- 
partment office. We interviewed everyone we thought it was nec- 
essary to interview. We operated independently, and we were given 
freedom to pursue the investigation as we deemed necessary. 

This independence was particularly important to me. I would not 
have accepted this assignment had I thought that the board’s inde- 
pendence would be compromised in any way. 

The board interviewed more than 100 individuals, reviewed thou- 
sands of pages of documents and reviewed hours of video footage. 
We determined, as stated in the Board’s report, “that responsibility 
for the tragic loss of life, injuries and damage to U.S. facilities and 
property rests solely and completely with the terrorists who per- 
petrated the attack.” The board did find multiple serious State De- 
partment shortcomings which exacerbated the impact of the ter- 
rorist attack. We also concluded that there was nothing the U.S. 
military could have done to respond to the attack on the compound 
or to deter the subsequent attack on the annex. The actions of our 
military, which moved many assets that night, were fully appro- 
priate and professional. 

In total, the board made 29 recommendations, 24 of which were 
unclassified. I stand by those recommendations. One of the Board’s 
recommendations led to the establishment of the best practices 
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panel which Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Keil will detail today. Most of 
the Board’s recommendations were designed to he implemented at 
State Department facilities worldwide in order to keep diplomatic 
personnel safe and secure everywhere they serve, especially in 
areas where they face great personal risk because our Nation needs 
them there. 

The State Department may implement our recommendations as 
it sees fit, and I understand that it has accepted and plans to im- 
plement them all. 

The Board’s recommendations with respect to the shortcomings 
of State Department personnel have heen given much attention. 
Because of the courageous and ultimate sacrifices made by Ambas- 
sador Stevens, Sean Smith, Glen Doherty and Tyrone Woods, the 
board meticulously reviewed the conduct of all State Department 
employees with direct responsibilities for security at the Benghazi 
special mission compound. 

We assigned blame at the level where we thought it lay. That is 
what the ARBs statute intended, operational accountability at the 
level of operational responsibility. 

The House report that originally adopted the ARB statute ad- 
monished that “In the past, determining direct programmatic and 
personal accountability for serious security failures had been weak, 
often higher senior officials have ultimately accepted responsibility 
for operational failure in circumstances where they had no direct 
control.” 

The ARB statute permits a board only to make findings and rec- 
ommendations. Any implementation of those recommendations 
must be done by the State Department. It is not an adjudicative 
process or body. 

As to personnel, the statute speaks only to recommendations that 
individuals be disciplined. As set forth by Congress in the ARB 
statute that governed the Board’s deliberations, discipline requires 
a finding that an individual breached his or her duties. The board 
came to understand this as a very high legal standard going well 
beyond negligence that requires affirmative misconduct or willful 
ignorance of responsibilities. 

Furthermore, discipline is a formal term meaning complete re- 
moval or demotion, removal from or demotion within, the Federal 
service. Other forms of significant administrative action such as re- 
moval from a position or reassignment are not considered formal 
discipline. 

The board has encouraged Congress to consider whether to 
amend the ARB statute so that unsatisfactory leadership perform- 
ance by senior officials in relation to the security incident under re- 
view should be a potential basis for discipline recommendations by 
future ARBs. 

After careful review, the board found that no individual engaged 
in misconduct or willfully ignored his or her responsibilities, and 
thus we did not find reasonable cause to believe that an individual 
breached his or her duty. However the board did find that two indi- 
viduals demonstrated a lack of proactive leadership and manage- 
ment ability that significantly contributed to the precarious secu- 
rity posture of the Benghazi compound. 
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The board recommended that the Secretary of State remove 
those two individuals from their positions. The board also con- 
cluded that the performance and leadership of two other individ- 
uals fell short of expectations but did not recommend any specific 
personnel action. 

Following our report, all personnel decisions were made by the 
State Department. 

I have the greatest admiration for the service and the and the 
sacrifice of Ambassador Stevens, Sean Smith, Glen Doherty and 
Tyrone Woods. They were patriots and heroes in every sense of the 
word. They died dedicating their lives to our country. I have heart- 
felt sympathy for the families of these brave men. We should never 
forget their sacrifice. I believe we should honor them by doing ev- 
erything in our power to ensure that the lessons learned from 
Benghazi never have to be learned again. The board’s report was 
issued in that spirit and with that goal. 

I look forward to your questions. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. Admiral. 

[Prepared statement of Admiral Mullen follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL MICHAEL G. MULLEN 
BEFORE THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT REFORM 

SEPTEMBER 19, 2013 

Chairman Issa, Ranking Member Cummings, and Distinguished Members of the 
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I hope my testimony will be helpful to 
the Committee as it investigates the tragic events that oeeurred in Benghazi, Libya on September 
11-12, 2012. 

Shortly after those events, 1 was asked by the then-Seeretary of State to serve as Viee 
Chair of the Accountability Review Board (ARB) established to examine the attaeks on the 
Speeial Mission Compound and Annex in Benghazi. The Board was led by Ambassador 
Thomas Pickering and included three other highly qualified, re.spected members with expertise in 
various areas relevant to its review. The Board members took our responsibilities very seriously, 
and we worked diligently to fulfill our obligations to determine the facts and make 
recommendations as to how best to avoid similar tragedies in the future. 

As set forth in the Board’s Report of December 1 8, 2012, in accordance with the ARB 
statute, the Secretary of State asked us to examine “whether the attacks were security related; 
whether security systems and procedures were adequate and implemented properly; the impact of 
intelligence and information availability; whether any other facts or circumstances in these cases 
may be relevant to appropriate security management of U.S. missions worldwide; and, finally, 
whether any U.S. government employee or contractor, as defined by the Act, breached her or his 
duty.”' 


From the beginning, the State Department emphasized that it wanted full transparency 
about what happened in Benghazi and what led to those events. We had unfettered access to 
State Department personnel and documents. There were no limitations. We received the full 
cooperation of all witnesses and of every Stale Department office. We interviewed everyone we 
thought it necessary to interview. We operated independently and were given freedom to pursue 
the investigation as we deemed necessary. This independence was particularly important to me. 

I would not have accepted this assignment had I thought that the Board’s independence would be 
compromised in any way. 

The Board interviewed more than 100 individuals, reviewed thousands of pages of 
documents, and reviewed hours of video footage. We determined, as stated in the Board’s 
Report, “that responsibility for the tragic loss of life, injuries, and damage to U.S. facilities and 
property rests solely and completely with the terrorists who perpetrated the attack.”^ The Board 
did find multiple, serious State Department shortcomings, which e.xacerbated the impact of the 
terrorist attack. 


' Benghazi ARB Report at * 1, December 1 8, 2012; see also 22 U.S.C. § 4834(a). 
^ Benghazi ARB Report at *4. 
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We also concluded that there was nothing the U.S, military could have done to respond to 
the attack on the Compound or to deter the subsequent attack on the Annex. The actions of our 
military, which moved many assets that night, were fully appropriate and professional. The 
military could not have moved assets into Benghazi the night of the attack in a timely enough 
way to have made a difference. 

In total, the Board made 29 recommendations, 24 of which were unclassified. I stand by 
those recommendations, which cover a wide array of significant topics: 

• increasing and more closely monitoring the level of security at our facilities overseas; 

• ensuring adequate staffing of high risk, high threat posts; 

• improving the training and awareness of State Department employees; 

• expanding access and availability of security and fire safety equipment at our overseas 
facilities; 

• improving the gathering and dissemination of relevant intelligence and threat analysis; 
and 

• personnel accountability. 

One of the Board’s recommendations led to the establishment of the Best Practices Panel, which 
Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Keil will detail today. Most of the Board’s recommendations were 
designed to be implemented at State Department facilities worldwide in order to keep diplomatic 
personnel safe and secure everywhere they serve, especially in areas where they face great 
personal risk because our Nation needs them there. The State Department may implement our 
recommendations as it sees fit. I understand that it has accepted and plans to implement all of 
them. 


The Board’s recommendations with respect to the shortcomings of State Department 
personnel have been given much attention. Because of the courageous and ultimate sacrifices 
made by Ambassador Stevens, Sean Smith, Glen Doherty, and Tyrone Woods, the Board 
meticulously reviewed the conduct of all State Department employees with direct responsibilities 
for security at the Benghazi Special Mission Compound. We assigned blame at the level where 
we thought it lay. This is what the ARB statute intended: operational accountability at the level 
of operational responsibility. The House Report originally adopting the ARB statute admonished 
that “[i]n the past, determining direct programatic [s/c] and personal accountability for serious, 
security failures had been weak. Often, higher senior officials have ultimately accepted 
re.sponsibility for operational failure in circumstances where they had no direct control.”^ 

The ARB statute permits a board only to make findings and recommendations."' Any 
implementation of those recommendations must be done by the State Department. As to 
personnel, the statute speaks only to recommendations that individuals be “disciplined.” As set 
forth by Congress in the ARB statute that governed the Board’s deliberations, “discipline” 
requires a finding that an individual “breached” his or her duties. Although this concept may 
seem straightforward, the Board eame to understand that this is in fact a very high legal standard. 


’ House Report No. 99-494 at *10, 1985 U.S.C.C.A.N. 1865, 1876, March 12, 1986. The House said that “[a] 
system must be established to ensure that requisite security advice is accepted and acted upon not only by 
Ambassadors and chiefs of missions, but by ail senior officers, including Assistant Secretaries and their deputies in 
Washington." Id. 

' See 22 U.S.C. § 4834(c). 
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going well beyond negligence, that requires affirmative misconduct or willful ignorance of 
responsibilities.^ Furthermore, 1 learned through my service on the Board that “discipline” is a 
formal term meaning firing or demotion within the civilian personnel system. And that 
definition of “firing” means removal from the Federal Service. Other forms of significant 
administrative action, such as removal from a position or reassignment, are not considered 
formal “discipline” under the ARB statute and relevant personnel rules. Consistent with the 
Board’s Report, I would encourage Congress to consider whether to amend the ARB statute so 
that “unsatisfactory leadership performance by senior officials in relation to the security incident 
under review should be a potential basis for discipline recommendations by future ARBs.”'’ 

Given the bounds of the existing statutory and regulatory regime and after careful review, 
the Board found that no individual “engaged in misconduct or willfully ignored his or her 
responsibilities, and thus we did not find reasonable cause to believe that an individual breached 
his or her duty.”’ However, the Board did find that two individuals “demonstrated a lack of 
proactive leadership and management ability” that significantly contributed to the precarious 
security posture of the Benghazi Compound.* The Board recommended that the Seeretary of 
State remove those two individuals from their positions. The Board also concluded that the 
performance and leadership of two other individuals fell short of expectations but did not 
recommend the imposition of any specific personnel action as to them. Following our Report, all 
personnel decisions were made by the State Department. I understand that it reassigned all four 
individuals to different positions. 

1 have the highest admiration for the service and sacrifice of Ambassador Stevens, Sean 
Smith, Glen Doherty, and Tyrone Woods. They were patriots and heroes in every sense of the 
word. They died doing what they dedicated their lives to. I have the greatest sympathy for the 
families of these brave men. 1 believe we should honor and respect their service and dedication 
by doing everything in our power to ensure that the lessons learned from Benghazi never have to 
be learned again. The Board’s Report was issued in that spirit and with that goal. 

1 look forward to your questions. 


^ Benghazi ARB Report at *39. 
‘W at»12. 

’ M at *39. 

* /d at »7. 
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Chairman ISSA. Mr. Sullivan. 


STATEMENT OF MARK J. SULLIVAN 

Mr. Sullivan. Good morning, Chairman Issa, Ranking Member 
Cummings, and distinguished members of this committee thank 
you for asking Todd Keil and I to appear here today. 

The shootings at the Navy Yard which occurred earlier this week 
in our Nation’s Capital, remind us all of the vulnerabilities and di- 
versified threats we face every day whether in our own backyard 
or on foreign soil. 

My thoughts and prayers are with the victims, their families and 
loved ones. 

In any environment where uncertainty permeates, one certainty 
we share is the necessary collaborative effort that is needed in our 
country to ensure the safety and security of all American lives. It 
is also a necessary certainty that we honor and protect the memo- 
ries of those citizens who have been lost as a result of violent at- 
tacks with dignity and respect. 

As a Federal agent for almost 35 years, my life has been and con- 
tinues to be dedicated to contributing to improving America’s secu- 
rity. From May 2006 through February, 2013, I had the honor of 
serving as director of the United States Secret Service under both 
Presidents Bush and Obama. 

As director, I learned and understood the importance of having 
clear lines of authority in an organizational structure concerning 
security matters. I have also learned that things don’t also go as 
planned. And when they don’t, it is vital to implement lessons 
learned in an effort to prevent them from happening again. 

Mr. Chairman, I consider it an honor to have served with the 
panel members Todd Keil, Richard Manlove, Raymond Mislock, Jr., 
Timothy Murphy, and staff. Erica Lichliter and Stephanie 
Murdoch. 

Our panel shares a combined experience of almost 170 years of 
security and law enforcement expertise. 

The panel’s report reflects the independent views of the panel 
based upon the members’ best professional judgment, experience 
and analysis of best practices informed by interviews, travel and 
research. 

It was a pleasure to serve with the other panel members, and I 
appreciate their professionalism and hard work. I would also like 
to acknowledge and thank the hundreds of people interviewed in 
the course of drafting this report from the U.S. Government, pri- 
vate sector, international organizations and foreign governments. 

The best practice panel was the result of the Accountability Re- 
view Board for Benghazi, which recommended that the Department 
of State establish a panel of outside independent experts with expe- 
rience in high risk, high threat areas to support the Bureau of Dip- 
lomatic Security, identified best practices from other agencies and 
countries and evaluate United States security platforms in high- 
risk, high-threat posts. 

Our report provides 40 recommendations in 12 different areas. In 
the panel’s opinion, these recommendations, if adopted and imple- 
mented, will further strengthen the Department’s ability to protect 
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its personnel and work more safely on a global platform to achieve 
American foreign policy goals and objectives. 

The 12 areas of recommendations are organization and manage- 
ment, accountability, risk management, program criticality and ac- 
ceptable risks, planning and logistics, lessons learned, training and 
human resources, intelligence, threat analysis and security assess- 
ments, programs resources and technology, host nations and guard 
forces capability enhancement, regular evaluation, and change 
management, leadership, communications and training. 

The best practices panel looked across a wide spectrum of private 
government and nongovernmental organizations to identify effec- 
tive measures to enhance the Department’s ability to ensure a safe 
and secure environment for employees and programs. 

Not surprisingly, the panel found that many institutions, includ- 
ing governments, refer to diplomatic security as the gold standard 
for security and seek to model their services after diplomatic secu- 
rity. Nevertheless, any organization must continuously evolve and 
improve to adjust with a fluid and dynamic environment. 

The panel’s view is that its recommendations should be realistic, 
achievable and measurable. 

The findings and the recommendations of the ARB as well as the 
recommendations of other Department of State reports and man- 
agement studies were reviewed in the context of the panel’s own 
independent assessments and observations of the Department’s se- 
curity-related operations. Best practices were then identified to ad- 
dress shortcomings and provide mechanisms for further consider- 
ation by the Department. 

Among one of the most important of the recommendations is the 
creation of an under secretary For diplomatic security. It should be 
noted that this structural recommendation is not new and was sug- 
gested in earlier report 14 years ago following the east Africa em- 
bassy bombings. The way forward should be characterized by coop- 
erative efforts that will provide a framework which will enhance 
the Department’s ability to protect Americans. To be effective we 
must be innovative so that we ensure institutions adapt and evolve 
to meet changing security requirements and needs. 

Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to thank the De- 
partment of State in particular, overseas post that hosted panel 
visits and the Bureau of Diplomatic Security For the outstanding 
support provided to the panel during our endeavor. 

Thank you for your time, chairman, ranking member and we look 
forward to any questions you may have. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Sullivan follows:] 
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Testimony of Mark Sullivan 

Chairman, The Independent Panel on Best Praetices 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
“Reviews of the Benghazi Attack and Unanswered Questions” 

Thursday, September 19"', 2013 

9:30 AM in Room 2154 of the Rayburn House Office Building (RHOB) 

Good morning Chairman Issa, Ranking Member Cummings and all the Members of this 
Committee. Thank you for asking Todd Keil and I to appear here today. 

The shootings at the Navy Yard, which occurred this week in our nation’s Capital reminds us of 
the vulnerabilities and diversified threats we face every day, w'hcther it be in our own backyard 
or on foreign soil. My thoughts and prayers arc with the victims, their families and loved ones. 

In an environment where uncertainly penneates, one certainty we share is the necessary 
collaborative effort that is needed in our country to ensure the safety and security of all American 
lives. It is also a neces.sary certainty that we honor and protect the memories of those citizens 
who have been lost as a result of violent attacks with dignity and respect. 

As a federal agent for almost thirty-live years, my life has been and continues to be dedicated to 
contributing to improving America’s security. From May 2006 - February 2013, I had the honor 
of serving a.s Director of the United States Secret Ser\'iee (USSS) under both Presidents Bush 
and Obama. .As Director. 1 learned and understood the importance of having clear tines of 
authority in an organizational structure concerning security mailers. 1 have also learned that 



29 


ihings (Joirt always go as planned, and when they don’t it is vital to implement lessons learned in 
an effort to prevent them from happening again. 

Mr. Chairman, 1 consider it an honor to have served with the Panel Members, Todd Keil, Richard 
Manlove, Raymond Mislock, ,lr,, 'fimothy Murphy; and Staff, Erika Lichliter and Stephanie 
Murdoch. Our Panel shares a combined experience of almost 170 years ofsecurity and law 
enforcement expertise. The Panel’s report reflects the independent views of the Panel, based 
upon the members’ best professional judgment, experience and analysis of best practices 
informed by interview's, travel and research. It was a pleasure to serve w'ilh the other Pane! 
Members and I appreciate their professionalism and hard work. 1 w'ould also like to 
acknowledge and thank the hundreds of people interviewed in the cour.se of drafting this report 
from the U.S, Govcniraent, private sector, imcmational organizations and foreign governments. 

The Best Practices Panel was the result of The Accountability Review Board (ARB) for 
Benghazi, which recommended that the Department of State e.stablish a Panel of outside 
independent experts with experience in high-risk, high threat areas to support the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security, identify best practices from other agencies and countries, and regularly 
evaluate United States security platforms in high risk, high threat posts. Our report provide.s 
forty recommendations in tw'elve different areas. 


In the Panel’s opinion, these recommendations - if adopted and implemented - will further 
strengthen the Department’s ability to protect its personnel and work more safely on a global 
platform to achieve .American foreign policy goals and objectives. 
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The twelve areas of the recommendations are: 

1) Organization and Management; 

2) Accountability; 

3) Risk Management; 

4) Program Criticality and Acceptable Risk; 

5) Planning and Logistics; 

6) Lessons Learned; 

I ) 't raining and Human Resources; 

8) Intelligence, Threat Analysis, and Security Assessments; 

9) Programs, Resources and Technology; 

10) Host Nations and Guard Lorces Capability Bnhancement; 

I I) Regular Recvaluation; and 

12) Change Management - Leadership, Corniminications and Training. 

The Best Practices Panel looked across a wide spectrum of private, government and non- 
governmental organizations to identify effective measures to enhance the Department’s ability to 
ensure a safe and secure environtnent for employees and programs. Not surprisingly, the Panel 
Ibund that many in,stilutions - including governments - refer to Diplomatic Security as the “Gold 
Standard” for security and seek to model their services after Diplomatic Security. Nevertheless, 
any organization must continuously evolve and improve to adjust with a fluid and dynamic 
environment. The Panel'.s view was that its recommendations should be realistic, achievable and 
measiireablc. 'fhe findings and recommendations of the ARB, as well as the recommendations 
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of other Department of State reports and management studies, were reviewed in the context of 
the Panel’s own independent assessment and observations of the Department’s security-related 
operations. Best practices were then identified to address shortcomings and provide mechanisms 
for further consideration by the Department. 

Among tire most important of the recommendations is the creation of an Under Secretary for 
Diplomatic Security. It should be noted that this structural recommendation is not new and was 
suggested in an earlier report fourteen-years ago following the East Africa Embassy bombings. 

The way forward should be characterized by cooperative efforts that can provide a framework 
which will enhance the Department’s ability to protect Americans. To be effective, we must be 
innovative so that we insure institutions adapt and evolve to meet changing security requiremetits 
and needs. 

Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Department of Slate, in particular 
oversea, s post.s that hosted Panel visits and the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, for the outstanding 
support provided to the Panel during our endeavor. 

Thank you for your time and 1 look forward to any questions you might have. 
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Chairman ISSA. Mr. Keil, I understand you do not have an open- 
ing statement. Would you like to say a few words? The gentleman 
is recognized. 


STATEMENT OF TODD KEIL 

Mr. Keil. Thank you, Chairman Issa, Ranking Member 
Cummings, and distinguished members of the committee for invit- 
ing Director Sullivan and me to testify today about our inde- 
pendent panel report on best practices in the aftermath of the trag- 
ic events that occurred in Benghazi, Libya. 

Our panel is committed to identifying best practices from 
throughout the U.S. Government, the private sector, nongovern- 
mental organizations and foreign governments which can improve 
the security of U.S. diplomatic facilities abroad and enhance the 
safety of Department of State and foreign affairs agency personnel 
not only in high-risk areas, but globally. We identified 40 rec- 
ommendations to achieve this goal. 

Importantly, the panel affirmed what we already knew based on 
our professional experience that the men and women of the State 
Department’s diplomatic security service are truly dedicated public 
servants, and amongst the best in service to our great Nation. 
Every day around the world they face extreme challenges, unpre- 
dictable risks and unknown events but still provide a safe and se- 
cure environment for the conduct of U.S. foreign policy, and they 
do so with distinction. 

As we stated repeatedly throughout our report, best practices 
will not save lives unless they are resourced, implemented and fol- 
lowed, not just accepted. 

As Director Sullivan stated, almost 14 years ago, a number of 
very similar recommendations were made after systematic failures 
were recognized as a result of the east Africa embassy bombings, 
and little has been accomplished by the Department of State since 
then to improve its approach to security even after approval by 
then-Secretary of State Albright to elevate the Bureau of diplo- 
matic security and make other enhancements. 

Now is the time for the Department of State, with the support 
of Congress, to finally institutionalize some real, meaningful and 
progressive change. The Department of State owes it to those peo- 
ple who have given their lives in service to our country and to 
those employees who continue to serve our country in some very 
dangerous locations around the world. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman IsSA. Thank you. 

I will now recognize myself and I will go in reverse order. 

Mr. Keil, at the current time, isn’t it true that both the facilities 
sufficiency and the sufficiency of diplomatic security rise to Under 
Secretary Kennedy, effectively he is the Under Secretary for Diplo- 
matic Security at this time under the current structure isn’t that 
true? 

Mr. Keil. Sir, as we traveled around the world as part of our 
panel research 

Chairman IssA. No. No. Mr. Keil please. I have a very short 
time. You first start by saying yes or no. 
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Mr. Keil. Yes. 

Chairman ISSA. So he is, in fact, in a position where he — the pyr- 
amid rises to him, your recommendation and the recommendation 
14 years ago is that he be relieved of diplomatic security, and that 
be placed in the separate Under Secretary position, is that correct? 

Mr. Keil. Correct. 

Chairman IsSA. Wouldn’t that create, by definition, a situation in 
which somebody would be responsible for the hardware, the facili- 
ties, including Inman compliance and somebody else would be re- 
sponsible for the bodies and the support. 

Have you considered that? And how would we or the Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee structure that briefly? 

Mr. Keil. Yes, we did consider that and, sir, currently there is 
integration between overseas buildings operations and the Bureau 
of Diplomatic Security. 

Chairman IsSA. But they all report to Under Secretary Kennedy? 

Mr. Keil. They all report to Under Secretary Kennedy. 

Chairman IsSA. And wasn’t the failure in Benghazi both a failure 
to have the facility sufficient and a failure to have sufficient phys- 
ical security in the way of armed personnel? Weren’t those both 
failures that rose to one under secretary? 

Mr. Keil. Yes, sir. 

Chairman IssA. Okay. And that doesn’t mean I disagree with the 
findings now or 14 years ago, but clearly, there was somebody who 
had both halves of it and both failed. 

My ranking member told Politico that we should listen carefully 
to the Ambassador and the Admiral, and I did, and Admiral, I 
think I heard you correctly clearly saying that you had limitations 
in what the ARB mandate was including that your limitations are 
you can’t really, under the ARB, look at policy deficiencies and that 
by definition, you were mandated to look at the lowest level of 
operational failure, not the highest level of policy failure, is that 
true? 

Admiral Mullen. I think that policy, policy adjustments or pol- 
icy issues were well within our mandate. What I talked about in 
my opening statement is the constraint was in the discipline 

Chairman IssA. Okay. So finding fault had to go to the lowest 
level, even though you looked at policy failures. 

Admiral Mullen. Finding fault had to go to the appropriate 
level. 

Chairman IssA. Okay. Well, the decision to extend the facility for 
another year with limited protection and not meeting Inman or 
close to Inman standards was a decision made by Under Secretary 
Kennedy. So did you consider that policy error, the error to be 
there with insufficient fiscal and human resources, as a policy deci- 
sion or only that someone lower was responsible? 

Admiral Mullen. Actually, I think the decision, the memo, I 
think to which you are referring 

Chairman IsSA. The August memo. 

Admiral Mullen. — Mr. Chairman, that Under Secretary Ken- 
nedy signed in December of 2011 

Chairman IssA. Yes, December 2011. 

Admiral Mullen. — was the result of a process inside the State 
Department took everybody into consideration and was approved to 
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extend it. And I think that was pretty clear to everybody. It wasn’t 
the establishment of the — of the special mission compound 

Chairman IssA. No. We understand that. We actually had — we 
actually had testimony that there was — there were under consider 
on September 11th of extending it permanently. But the decision 
to keep them there and the reduction in the assets to protect it oc- 
curred and was decided on in December 2011. 

Admiral Mullen. The failure, Mr. Chairman, was not in the es- 
tablishment or that memo. It was in the execution of what was laid 
out in that memo to include the requisite number of security per- 
sonnel, which were rarely there over the course of the next year. 

Chairman IsSA. Okay. So whoever is responsible for not having 
enough security personnel is the person who failed. 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. That is actually where we ended up 
focusing the investigation, the review. 

Chairman IsSA. The final point I want to make sure I get out is 
you had a mandate under of the ARB. You’ve said essentially that 
the changes in what the mandate are welcome and you believe, 
both of you, I understand, believe that some changes to the ARB 
to make it more able to do more will be necessary. I pretty well 
heard that, that what the Foreign Affairs Committee is consid- 
ering, not the specific legislation, but considering changes is some- 
thing both of you welcome, having gone through this process. 

Admiral Mullen. I think it is important. Yes, sir. I think 
where — for the lessons that we learned, absolutely. I think its inde- 
pendence is critical, as well as the anonymity of those who come 
to the table to — to make statements so that those statements are 
made in the spirit of where we’re trying to go, and they don’t feel 
limited. 

Chairman IsSA. And when I heard you, you said that the — ^both 
of you said that the administration, the Secretary and so on made 
your job easy because you had full access to a hundred witnesses 
and the attempt was to have full transparency. 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Chairman IssA. Do you think that Congress should have that 
same option? In other words, since the State Department has not 
made one of those witnesses you interviewed first available, mean- 
ing people in Benghazi who are fact witnesses, none have been 
made available. As a matter of fact, even the names have been, to 
the greatest extent possible, withheld from this committee, do you 
believe that is appropriate, or do you believe that we should have 
access to fact witnesses as we review the process? 

Admiral Mullen. Mr. Chairman, I think that is — and I have 
been in government a long time — that is something that histori- 
cally, certainly in this case, has to be worked out between the Con- 
gress and the executive branch. 

Chairman IssA. Admiral, if something like the Cole attack oc- 
curred again today and Congress said we wanted to speak to people 
who were on the deck of that ship today, would you believe that 
we should have a right to speak to those people in order to under- 
stand the facts on the ground that day? 

Admiral Mullen. I don’t — I — I honestly 

Chairman IsSA. I am asking from your experience. 

Admiral Mullen. I understand that. I don’t 
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Chairman ISSA. And a DOD framework. 

Admiral Mullen. I don’t know what would limit you to do that, 
quite frankly. 

Chairman IssA. I am in the process of issuing subpoenas because 
the State Department has not made those people available, has 
played hide and go seek, is now hiding behind a thinly veiled state- 
ment that there is a criminal investigation. As you know, there was 
a criminal investigation on the Cole, any time Americans are killed 
abroad. So the answer, quite frankly, is we are not being given the 
same access that you had or Mr. Sullivan and his team had. And 
that is part of the reason that this investigation cannot end until 
the State Department gives us at least the same access that they 
gave your board. 

And, with that, I recognize the ranking member for his ques- 
tions. 

Wait a second. Just one second. I apologize. I do have to make 
a technical correction, if you don’t mind. It has come to our atten- 
tion that there is a typo on page 25 of the majority staff report that 
has led to some misunderstanding about what Admiral Mullen told 
the committee about a conversation with Cheryl Mills. We have 
made a technical correction in our report to clarify that portion. 
The report will be — correctly identifies Admiral Mullen’s testimony 
as referring to Charlene Lamb’s interview. The report includes the 
full text of Admiral Mullen’s testimony, and the testimony speaks 
for itself. And the full transcript of the interview will be made 
available on our Web site immediately. And it should be clear that 
the typo was unintentional and has been corrected. 

And I now recognize the ranking member. 

Mr. Cummings. First of all, I want to thank the chairman for ad- 
dressing the last issue. That fact came out in our memo, by the 
way. And we made it clear that that was not correct. 

Admiral Mullen, as the former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, you were the military expert on the ARB. Is that correct? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Cummings. Over and over again, during the past year. Re- 
publican Members of Congress, including several members of this 
committee, have impugned the integrity of our military forces and 
their leadership by suggesting that they withheld assistance on the 
night of the attacks for political reasons. 

Admiral Mullen, if you look on page 23 of our report, there is an 
excerpt from your interview with the committee in which you said 
this, and I will quote, quote it for you, it says, “I personally re- 
viewed, and as the only military member of the ARB, I personally 
reviewed all the military assets that were in theater and avail- 
able.” 

Admiral Mullen, in your review, did you have access to all mili- 
tary information, data, and people necessary to evaluate the mili- 
tary — the military’s response. 

Admiral Mullen. I did. 

Mr. Cummings. And I understand from your interview transcript 
that you conducted this examination not once but twice. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Admiral Mullen. First time, Mr. Cummings, was to — actually 
with all members of the ARB, we went to the Pentagon to review 
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it in detail. And then the second time, I went back by myself when 
this became an issue that there were certainly questions being 
raised about, I went back again to verify and validate what I had 
done before. And I found nothing different in that the military re- 
sponse, the military did everything they possibly could that night. 
They just couldn’t get there in time. 

Mr. Cummings. So, just to be clear, you have 40 years of experi- 
ence in the military and achieved the highest ranks. You had ac- 
cess to all the information and personnel you thought were nec- 
essary to investigate the interagency response on the night of the 
attack and you personally reviewed everything twice. Do I have 
that right? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Cummings. You told the committee during your interview: “I 
concluded after a detailed understanding of what had happened 
that night that, from outside Libya, that we’d done everything pos- 
sible that we could.” Is that right? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Cummings. Can you explain from your perspective what it 
means for the military to have done: “everything possible.” What 
I am getting at is, did the military really try everything? 

And I ask this for the families who want to know that the coun- 
try their loved ones served did everything they could do for them. 

Admiral Mullen. Mr. Cummings, I worked for two Presidents. 
The direction you get from a President in a situation like that is 
“Do everything you can.” It’s all the guidance that you need. Sec- 
retary Panetta and General Dempsey both testified to the specifics 
along the lines of — in testimony early February along the lines of 
what I found when I reviewed this on two occasions. It is our — it 
is — it goes to our core, when people are in trouble, to do everything 
we possibly can to help them out. And there were many forces that 
moved that night, including a Special Operations force in Europe 
that ended up on a base in Southern Europe, a large Special Oper- 
ations force from the United States, which moved under direction 
as soon as — as soon as they were given orders; a group of Marines 
that essentially were sent in from Spain into Tripoli the next day. 
It literally became — this is not something you can just wish to hap- 
pen instantly. There is a lot of planning, preparation, as rapidly — 
to do it as rapidly as one can do it. 

And, if I may, I will just — there has been great discussion given 
to fast movers: Could you get a jet over Benghazi because there are 
jets in Europe? We have — our readiness condition at that — on that 
particular night, there were no planes sitting at the ready. So it 
is 2:00 in the morning. There are no planes on alert. It is 2 and 
a half to 3 hours to fly there. Tanker support is 4 hours away. You 
need host nation support for where they are to get permission to 
fly, particularly combat-ready jets, out of that country. You have 
got to go get the bomb racks. You have got to stet the munitions 
together. You have got to plan the mission. There are a tremendous 
number of details that have to go on. You have to bring the pilots 
in, pre-brief them, et cetera. Takes hours and hours and hours to 
do if you are not sitting at the ready when this happened. 

What has happened since then that I have been briefed on is the 
Defense Department, the Pentagon has adjusted readiness of forces 
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in certain parts of the world to respond. We are not big enough in 
the military to — and — Ambassador Pickering will I am sure echo 
this — we are not big enough in the military to be everywhere 
around the world to respond to where every embassy is that might 
be high risk. We have to take risks and figure that out. 

Mr. Cummings. So, Admiral, what do you say in response to 
those members who continue to this day to imply that the military 
somehow fell down on the job? 

Admiral Mullen. They didn’t fall down on the job, and I just 
completely disagree with that view. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, Ambassador Pickering, I see you shaking 
your head. Would you comment? I have about a minute left. 

Ambassador Pickering. I think the point that has just been 
made by Admiral Mullen is very important. We have over 270 con- 
sulates and embassies around the world in some very isolated and 
strange places. The responsibility for their primary security rests 
with the host country. Where that does not exist, as it did in 
Benghazi, it falls back on us to do it. The report we provided you 
and others provides the recommendations to deal with those par- 
ticular cases. We are not able to count on the U.S. military, as Ad- 
miral Mullen said, always being positioned to come in short notice 
to deal with those issues, so we must do better on the ground. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

Now recognize Mr. Mica for his questions. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And many Americans have been waiting for this hearing. As I go 
back to my district. Admiral and Ambassador and others, I can’t 
tell you how many times people have said, don’t let Benghazi and 
what happened there be swept under the table. 

Unfortunately, the ranking member mentioned this, that in my 
district and the vast majority of Americans feel that your report 
was a whitewash; he said whitewash or cover-up. But that’s what 
people feel. And they feel their government let them down. They 
feel that American public servants were lost there. And now the re- 
view is — doesn’t really address anything. Nobody has been fired. 
Nobody has been dismissed. No one has been arrested for the mur- 
ders. I can’t tell you how frustrating this is. Do you understand 
where the American public is coming from. Admiral Mullen. 

Admiral Mullen. Mr. Mica, I understand what you are saying 
with respect to that. 

Chairman IssA. Would you please put the mic a little closer. Ad- 
miral? 

Admiral Mullen. Sorry. I understand what you are saying. 

Mr. Mica. I am just tell you how my people feel. So they want 
us to get to this. 

Then you look at who was interviewed, for example, you just got 
through. Admiral Mullen, saying that we seek direction from the 
President. You sought direction, and the President had to do this. 

Admiral Mullen. Mr. Mica, that was what the military 

Mr. Mica. I know 

Admiral Mullen. — got from the President in terms of response. 

Mr. Mica. But the military is the one that could have saved the 
day. And the Secretary of State — when you don’t have a — and for 
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14 years now haven’t had an under secretary of security, which 
was recommended. So someone was in charge. Mr. Keil said he felt 
Kennedy or someone was in charge. But again, no one held ac- 
countable to this date. That is the way Congress feels and the 
American people feel. 

I tend to differ with you — I am not the greatest military strate- 
gist, but Mr. Issa and I were, in January, we were at least at one 
post. I know of at least three other posts, we could have launched 
an attack. The attack started at 9:45. We might not have been able 
to save the first two, the ambassador and his colleague, but the 
Seal should never have died. It was 9:45. It was a 5:15 to 5:30 
when they died. You testified a few minutes, 2 and a half to 3 
hours. There is no reason that we couldn’t launch from at least 
three locations I visited and been told that we have in place people 
monitoring the situation, particular and specifically in Africa and 
North Africa. And if we are not, shame on us. 

Admiral Mullen. What I said was 10 to 20 hours to get there. 

Mr. Mica. That should not be the case. 

Admiral Mullen. That is the way it was that 

Mr. Mica. And I was advised as a Member of Congress, when I 
visited and sat down at one of those locations, that we could launch 
almost immediately to rescue American personnel or American citi- 
zens in danger. So there is something wrong there. 

Then, again, investigating people above. It is all below the lower 
level, of which nobody — a couple people temporarily moved, all with 
pay and to other positions. You didn’t interview the Secretary of 
State. She appointed four out of the five members. Is that correct? 
Of the board. 

Admiral Mullen. She did. 

Mr. Mica. Yes. And it looks like a — sort of an inside job of inves- 
tigation. The Department of State looking at the Department of 
State. And you had difficulty — again, you testified you didn’t have 
difficulty, Mr. — ^Admiral Mullen, but two witnesses interviewed by 
the committee testified that ARB member Richard Shennick told 
them that it was difficult process, that the board was having a 
tough time obtaining details or context. Another witness stated, I 
said, “Dick, how is the ARB going?” And Dick said, “Ray, it is going 
slow; we are not getting any details, we are not getting any con- 
text.” 

Admiral Mullen. Well, we got lots of details and lots of context. 

Mr. Mica. Yes. But we are the Congress of the United States, 
and we aren’t getting that. You just heard the chairman, the delay. 
We can’t get access to witnesses. I had somebody come up to me 
another day, I don’t know if it is true, they say they are — they are 
conducting lie detector tests of some of these people to see if they 
have talked to us. This is the stuff that is going on out there that 
American people feel that justice is not prevailing in this case. 

Again, you didn’t — you didn’t investigate — okay. You didn’t go to 
Clinton. How about the Deputy Secretary, William Burns? Was he 
interviewed? 

Ambassador Pickering. We talked to both Mr. Burns and Mr. 
Nides, both Deputy Secretaries of State. At the time that we got 
to them, as it was with Secretary Clinton, we had very clear evi- 
dence, full and complete to our information, that the authority, the 
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responsibility, the accountability rested with the people we identi- 
fied. 

Mr. Mica. They are not on the list, unfortunately, the ARB. 

Finally, when Secretary Clinton testified, she said, I talked to 
the President at the end of the day, but had been in constant com- 
munication with the National Security Advisor, I guess it was Tom 
Donilon at the time, the staff told me. Did you interview Tom 
Donilon? 

Ambassador Pickering. We did not because we saw no evidence 
he made any of the decisions that we and the board were asked by 
the Congress to investigate with respect to the security. And we 
followed the precepts that Admiral Mullen has just outlined for you 
not to go for the people who didn’t make the decisions but to go, 
following the will of Congress, to the people who made the deci- 
sions. And indeed, we went to the people who reviewed those deci- 
sions. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Mica. Secretary wasn’t involved. I must be on another plan- 
et. Thank you. 

Chairman IssA. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

We now go to the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Tierney. 

Mr. Tierney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, thank all 
of the witnesses, not just for being here today but for your service 
in relation to the panels that you recently filed reports with. 

Look, Admiral, I don’t pretend at least as a member here to 
know better about what could have been done than somebody who 
served in the military with as long and as distinguished a career 
as you did. And no matter how many bases I visit, I don’t think 
I will pretend that I have more knowledge or experience or ability 
than you do. So I am going to accept your word that you reviewed, 
not once but twice, all of the possibilities that were there and fi- 
nally came to the conclusion that everything that could be done 
would be done. I think it is important for the families to know that. 
We shouldn’t be surprised that some people in the public are con- 
fused because there have been misstatements plastered all over the 
place, on TV, and not retracted even when they are shown to be 
absolutely wrong. So there would be some confusion out there on 
that basis. 

But the chairman’s staff report that was released earlier this 
week concluded that the ARBs independence is undermined and 
that board members had actually perceived — put that in quotes — 
“conflicts of interest.” 

Admiral Mullen and Ambassador Pickering, that is a very seri- 
ous charge that challenges the integrity of the unanimous report 
but also challenges fundamentally your own integrity. I want to 
give you each an opportunity to respond to those allegations. But 
first, I want to again acknowledge that you both served our Nation 
for decades in some of the most senior positions in your fields. You 
have served Republican and Democratic Presidents alike, and you 
have won so many awards and promotions, respectively, that if I 
listed them all here, it would eat up the rest of my time. You 
agreed to volunteer months of your time to serve on this ARB. 

So, Admiral Mullen and Ambassador Pickering, can each of you 
explain why you agreed to serve on the board. 
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Ambassador Pickering. As the ranking minority member made 
clear and as my testimony in my deposition, which is available to 
everybody, made clear, I served first because the Secretary of State 
asked me to take on a tough job. And I have been doing that for 
my life, and my sense of service to my country said this is not 
something that I should turn down, anyway, anyhow. 

Secondly, I made it very clear that Chris Stevens gave me 2 
years of help and service as Undersecretary of State. And I had a 
personal debt of honor to Chris to take this on. 

Thirdly, I felt very strongly that we needed quickly to know what 
went wrong and then how to fix it. And that was the function of 
the ARB. And I believe we carried out to the best of our ability that 
particular function. 

Finally, I had no sense anywhere that there was any conflict of 
interest. I have spent 42 years in the State Department. I knew 
many of the officers concerned. I have to tell you full, fair, and free, 
this was not an exercise in any personal sense of debt or obligation 
to any of those people. And I believe that the comments on the re- 
port that it was hard-hitting, that it called the shots the way it 
should have, in my view, is the best summation of what we tried 
to do, free of political influence, free of conflict, and I am proud of 
the report, sir. 

Admiral Mullen. I served, first of all, because I was asked to do 
it, Mr. Tierney. 

Secondly, we lost four great Americans that night. I have cer- 
tainly in the last 10 years or so been with so many of those in uni- 
form as well as those who serve in the State Department around 
the world in some very, very difficult posts. And I thought I could, 
certainly with my experience, contribute from the professional 
standpoint and particularly from the military perspective on what 
happened that night and wanted to be able to do that. In its — at 
its core, it’s still who I am, which is a servant of this country. And 
when asked to go do that, it was pretty easy to say yes. 

Mr. Tierney. Thank you. 

You know, the ARB staff comments were made by the Repub- 
lican staff report they said: “Under Secretary for Management Pat- 
rick Kennedy supervised the selection of the Benghazi ARB staff. 
This placed the staff in a position in which their duties required 
them to evaluate the performance of supervisors, colleagues, and 
friends.” 

Ambassador Pickering, how do you respond to the notion that the 
selection of staff created inappropriate conflict of interest? 

Ambassador Pickering. My understanding of the role of Sec- 
retary Kennedy was that he made clear he did not participate. 
That seemed to have been an error somewhere. And that testi- 
mony, I think, is now in the minority report. 

I think, secondly, my judgment of the staff performance was that 
I saw no hint of any favoritism or preference. I saw a staff that 
worked many extra hours, that looked very carefully at all the 
issues, that did extraordinary research for us, was highly respon- 
sible to us. 

But in every case, Mr. Tierney, we all reviewed the final report 
many times. We each made contributions, and the unanimous view 
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of this five-member panel is they took full responsibility and ap- 
proved every word of that report. 

Mr. Tierney. Ambassador, then the chairman’s report also raises 
questions about your recommendation of board member Catherine 
Bertini. Do you in any way believe that your recommendations of 
Catherine Bertini created a conflict of interest, and can you explain 
who she is and why you recommended her as a board member? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. I was asked in the course of an early 
discussion who I thought might usefully serve on the board from 
outside the State Department. And I gave a list of names to Under 
Secretary Kennedy, who was accumulating those for Secretary 
Clinton. Large number of the people that I put on the list were not 
selected. Catherine Bertini was selected. She had, in my view, an 
outstanding reputation. She ran the World Food Programme, a 
multibillion dollar enterprise of the U.N. She was Under Secretary 
General of the U.N. for Management. She has a distinguished 
record as a professor of public policy. And I knew, in fact, that her 
own political background was on the opposite side to the party in 
power. 

Mr. Tierney. Thank you, sir. 

Yield back. 

Chairman IssA. When the staff report talked about conflicts, isn’t 
it true that there were no true outsiders? There were no advocates 
for the families. There were no people whose service outside of gov- 
ernment could have caused them to be skeptical. But, in fact, each 
of you — and. Ambassador, you said you had no conflict. Well, at the 
same time, you talked about 42 years in the organization you were 
overseeing. 

If we looked at the bank failures of 2007 and brought Jamie Dia- 
mond in to head the board, some might say that there was an in- 
herent conflict because of his experience and life. 

Wouldn’t you agree that, in fact, your makeup was a makeup of 
people like Admiral Mullen, who was responsible for the policy, ul- 
timately, just before he left as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs that 
had no response to this 9/11 attack, and of course, you had years 
of viewing things through an ambassador’s eyes. 

Ambassador Pickering. Mr. Chairman, with greatest respect, 
this was not a “gotcha” investigative panel. The responsibilities 
were to provide recommendations to see that we do our best never 
to let this happen again. 

Would you choose — put it this way, someone with no experience 
to come in and investigate and carry forward the work? We used 
to, years ago, elect military officers. We stopped that a long time 
ago. I suspect that brain surgery was one of the most early profes- 
sionalized occupations in the world. Why would you choose a panel 
of people who knew nothing about the responsibilities, nothing 
about how and in what way they were carried out? The value of 
this panel was that three were from outside, and only two of us 
were from inside, hopefully to give precisely the cross current of 
controversy, discussion, questioning, and examination that you 
yourself just expressed the hope that we had. We, sir, had that. 

Chairman IssA. I appreciate that. 

Obviously, this was not a “gotcha” panel because nobody was 
“gotcha’d,” Admiral. 
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Ambassador Pickering. I would with great respect say we gave 
four names to the Secretary of State that we believed were failing 
in their senior leadership and management responsibilities. 

Chairman ISSA. So it is your testimony today that something 
should have happened; they should not be on the job, not having 
lost a day’s pay. 

Ambassador Pickering. We made recommendations that two of 
those people be removed from their job 

Chairman IssA. So people should have been fired that have not 
been fired. 

Ambassador Pickering. Fired is a discipline. It is a different set 
of circumstances. I cannot respond for the Secretary of State and 
what he or she is 

Chairman IsSA. But wouldn’t you agree, there was no account- 
ability? 

Ambassador Pickering. No, there was accountability. Of course. 
And we identified it. 

Mr. Lynch. On a point of order. Are we going to balance out the 
time? 

Chairman IssA. To be honest, the gentleman went over. I was 
trying to make this quick. 

Mr. Duncan is now recognized. 

Mr. Duncan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And earlier, you commended Ambassador Pickering and Admiral 
Mullen. I want to commend you and your staff for the very thor- 
ough way that you have attempted to get the full story of this 
Benghazi situation in an instant. 

Let me — let me just mention — say this. Ever since some well 
publicized embassy bombings in 1998 and then again after the 
events of 9/11, the Congress has approved whopping increases, 
many, many billions of extra and additional funding for embassy 
security around the world. Yet the ARB report found that: “Em- 
bassy Tripoli did not demonstrate strong and sustained advocacy 
with Washington for increased security for Special Mission 
Benghazi.” 

I would like to ask Ambassador Pickering or Admiral Mullen, 
how did you come to that conclusion? Were there specific docu- 
ments that led you to that statement or 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, Mr. Duncan. 

It was a combination of documents and personal interviews with 
the people who made the recommendations. 

Mr. Duncan. Admiral Mullen. Okay. 

Admiral Mullen. I would agree with Ambassador Pickering said. 

Mr. Duncan. The — your report says, on page 4, that; “Systematic 
failures and leadership and management deficiencies at senior lev- 
els within two bureaus of the State Department resulted in a spe- 
cial mission security posture that was inadequate for Benghazi and 
grossly inadequate to deal with the attack.” 

What — what were the systematic failures and leadership that 
you are talking about in that statement? 

Ambassador Pickering. Briefly, sir, a constant churn in per- 
sonnel, including security personnel, with an average stay time in 
Benghazi of 40 days or less, and, as well, differential and uncertain 
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and then sometimes negative attitudes towards security physical 
improvements of the post are two examples. 

Admiral Mullen. I would add to that, sir, that it is — the applica- 
tion of resources over time, whether it was from inside the security 
branch of the State Department or inside the buildings branch. The 
training of personnel before they went for the right kind of high- 
threat training. The physical upgrades that had been sought. And 
it is because the rotations were occurring, so quickly, the continuity 
of achieving those physical upgrades, the stovepipes that no leader, 
no leader — and we focused on the key leaders in our report — saw 
fit to cross to make things happen from a leadership perspective. 
So there wasn’t active interventionist kind of leadership. And we 
particularly focused on the people with the knowledge in security 
who actually were making the decisions. So it was — as well as 
knowledge in the area, so that would be the NEA bureau as well. 

Mr. Duncan. You said not — the knowledge that was available. 
And several people and the chairman just talked about how no one 
has been held accountable in the way that most American people 
would consider accountability in this situation. 

And, Admiral Mullen, in your interview with the committee, you 
were asked about a man named Ray Maxwell. And you said, “No- 
body had the picture like he did.” 

Admiral Mullen. Ray Maxwell was in a position in the — in the 
NEA bureau where his whole portfolio were these four countries in 
the Maghreb, including Libya. As was stated earlier, there was a — 
there was a tremendous amount of instability throughout the Mid- 
dle East, not just the demonstrations but clearly the evolution of 
what had happened in Egypt and Syria as well. So as you net down 
and you have the Assistant Secretary Jones, who is very focused 
on the whole region, to include those crises, and you come down 
under her, the individual with, from my perspective, the focus, the 
knowledge, the portfolio, the day-to-day focus, was Mr. Maxwell. 

And I was, quite frankly, taken back significantly that he had, 
from my perspective, removed himself from those responsibilities in 
terms of what was going on in Libya. I was shocked, actually, 
based on his interview. 

Mr. Duncan. I had to slip out briefly to another committee. 
Maybe you have already answered this. But were you surprised or 
shocked that he or some — or any of these other three people, the 
top four that have been removed, that they — that no one was fired? 

Admiral Mullen. We have talked about the constraints of the 
law. And that — those are very real constraints. And if I could, of- 
tentimes this gets equated — Chairman, you brought up the Cole. So 
this gets equated to the military. So when we have a military com- 
mander that fails we, quote-unquote, “fire” them. What that really 
is in essence is we move him or her out of that job. They are not 
dismissed from the Federal service, unless you get into the crimi- 
nal — unless they go through the criminal proceedings, and they are 
dismissed as a result of a court-martial. So there is this mismatch 
of the perception of you fire people in the military all the time. 
What you really do is you move them out of a job. They still are 
in the Federal service. 

Mr. Duncan. So you don’t fire them in the way they would be 
fired in the private sector. 
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Admiral Mullen. Where they are no longer part of the organiza- 
tion, no, sir. 

Chairman ISSA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Duncan. Yes, sir. 

Chairman IsSA. Isn’t it true in the military you would get an ad- 
verse OER. You would never be promoted again, in all likelihood, 
and your career would be over. And in an up-or-out basis, you have 
a limited time before you are going to be forced out. And if you are 
a second, first lieutenant, you are going to be forced out before you 
are eligible for retirement. So in the military, isn’t there a level of 
ultimate accountability in which your career is over and you know 
it at that moment? 

Admiral Mullen. Absolutely. And I would let Ambassador Pick- 
ering speak to how that works in the State Department. 

Ambassador Pickering. I think there is an exact parallel. Exact 
parallel. If you are removed from a job, particularly under the cir- 
cumstances that have to do with something like Benghazi, your fu- 
ture career is, in my view, finished. 

Chairman IsSA. Thank you. 

Mr. Lynch. 

Mr. Lynch. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and ranking member. I 
want to thank the panelists for helping us with our work. To begin, 
I want to offer my prayers and condolences to the Stevens family, 
the Smith family, the Woods, and Doherty families for their loss. 
I think we can only hope that their grief and the burden that they 
now carry might be lightened a little bit by knowing that it is 
shared by so many across this Nation and perhaps by knowing the 
high regard with which our government holds the breadth of their 
family’s service and the depth of their sacrifice. Also, as has been 
mentioned, I think it is important that we remember these four in- 
dividuals were among our Nation’s very best, who accepted great 
personal risk to do a very dangerous job. And in that sense, I think 
it somehow diminishes their memory to think of them as victims. 
Far from it. These four men, I think it is better to honor them and 
their memories by recalling that they — they were very dedicated 
patriots. They are American heros. They trained long and hard, 
and they prepared long and hard. And with extreme bravery, they 
went out — they went out to meet the challenges that they — that 
they faced. And they loved doing so on behalf of this country. 

Now, Admiral Mullen, in your interview with the committee, you 
said that during an unfolding crisis like this, the President is likely 
to tell their military leaders to; “do everything possible to respond.” 
And this is — this is basically the direction they need to start mov- 
ing assets forward and formulating a response. Is that basically 
your testimony? 

Admiral Mullen. That is my experience with two Presidents. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. Terrific. Did it happen in this case? 

Admiral Mullen. Yes. 

Mr. Lynch. Did you find that the Defense Department, the State 
Department, and the intelligence community engaged quickly after 
the President gave them the green light? 

Admiral Mullen. As rapidly as they possibly could. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. 
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Ambassador Pickering, the committee had the opportunity to 
interview — our committee had the opportunity to interview Jake 
Sullivan, the former director of policy, planning, at the State De- 
partment. And he told us — this is a rather lengthy quote, but he 
told us that Secretary Clinton and other senior officials were heav- 
ily engaged on the night of the attacks. And let me read you what 
he said exactly: “Secretary Clinton was receiving reports of what 
was happening, and she made a series of phone calls as a result 
of that and gave direction to Pat Kennedy, to Diplomatic Security, 
to Beth Jones, to do everything possible with respect to our own 
resources and with respect to Libyan resources to try respond to 
this situation. She was deeply engaged. She not only was receiving 
regular reports and updates, but she was proactively reaching out. 
She spoke with Director Petraeus. She spoke with the National Se- 
curity Advisor on more than one occasion. She participated in the 
Secure Video Teleconference System, and she made other phone 
calls that night. And from the time she first learned of it. Secretary 
Clinton was the — this was the only thing that she was focused on.” 

So, Ambassador Pickering, are Mr. Sullivan’s statements con- 
sistent with what you found regarding interagency response. 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, they are consistent with what we 
heard principally from Mrs. Jones and from Undersecretary Ken- 
nedy from their perspectives and what we heard and what the com- 
mittee heard and what the public heard from Gregory Hicks, who 
was in charge of Tripoli after the death of Ambassador Stevens. 

Mr. Lynch. Very good. And were State Department officials im- 
mediately engaged as the attacks unfolded? 

Ambassador Pickering. They were, sir, in multiple ways and 
through multiple channels. 

Mr. Lynch. And, in your opinion, did they do everything that 
they could to — they could that night. 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe they did. 

Mr. Lynch. Okay. My time has gone short. But, Admiral Mullen 
and Ambassador Pickering, I have followed both of your careers. 
They are — your reputation is impeccable and your service to this 
country has been in the highest standards of State Department and 
Defense Department. I just want to say I think at times you have 
been treated unfairly and that your body of work and diligence has 
not been appreciated by some. And I just think that you are owed 
a debt of gratitude for your years of public service, number one, 
and also your diligence and your energy and honesty and integrity 
during this whole process. I just want to thank you. 

And I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chaffetz. [presiding.] I thank the gentleman. 

Now recognize the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Jordan, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Jordan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral Mullen, in your testimony, your written testimony 
today, you — fourth paragraph, you say, “We operated independ- 
ently, were given freedom to pursue the investigation as we 
deemed necessary.” 

In your interview with the committee staff, transcribed inter- 
view, the committee asked you, “The ARB is supposed to be set up 
as an independent review board. Did you have any questions about 
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the independence of the board?” Your response, “From my perspec- 
tive, the most important descriptive characteristic of it was that it 
would be independent.” Is that all accurate? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. In that same interview with committee staff, 
you were asked, “Did you update the State Department in the 
course of the ARB?” You replied: “Shortly after we interviewed Ms. 
Lamb, Charlene Lamb, I initiated a call to Ms. Mills to give hear 
heads-up because at this point Ms. Lamb was on the list to come 
over here to testify.” 

Now, the “over here to testify,” is that in reference to when Ms. 
Lamb testified in front of this committee? 

Admiral Mullen. In October. 

Mr. Jordan. In October. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Mullen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jordan. And this Ms. Mills you refer to here, is this the 
same Ms. Mills who is Cheryl Mills, chief of staff and counselor to 
the Secretary of State? 

Admiral Mullen. It is. 

Mr. Jordan. All right. And this is the same Ms. Mills that Greg 
Hicks testified when he was in front of the committee last spring 
that, when she calls, you take her call. It is a call you don’t always 
want to get, but it is one you always take. That is the same Cheryl 
Mills we are talking about? 

Admiral Mullen. I accept that that is what you say 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. Later in that same response to the commit- 
tee’s question about you updating the State Department in the 
course of the ARB, you said this: “So, essentially, I gave Ms. Mills, 
Cheryl Mills, chief of staff, counselor to the Secretary of State, a 
heads up. I thought that her appearance, Charlene Lamb, could be 
a very difficult appearance for the State Department.” 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Jordan. Now, here is what I am wondering. My guess is a 
lot of people are wondering. If this is so independent, why are you 
giving the State Department a heads up about a witness coming 
in front of this committee? 

Admiral Mullen. We had just completed — within a day or two 
of that phone call, the 

Mr. Jordan. So you had a phone call with Ms. Mills? Is that 
what we are talking about? 

Admiral Mullen. Yes. I mean, I think that is what my state- 
ment said. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. 

Admiral Mullen. But, no, we had just completed the interview 
with Ms. Lamb. And as someone who 

Mr. Jordan. That raises an important question. 

Admiral Mullen. Could I answer your question? 

Mr. Jordan. Yes, you can. 

Admiral Mullen. So my — as someone having run a department 
and spent many, many times trying, as a leader of a department, 
to essentially 

Mr. Jordan. Let me ask — my time is winding down. 

Admiral Mullen. To — let me answer this, would you, please? 
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Mr. Jordan. Well, let me ask you this, because this is important. 
The ARB was formed on October 3rd; correct? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Jordan. All right. Charlene Lamb came in front of this com- 
mittee October 10th. 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Jordan. Seven days later. 

Admiral Mullen. Right. 

Mr. Jordan. So why was she one of the first people you inter- 
viewed? 

Admiral Mullen. She was 

Mr. Jordan. Why not 

Admiral Mullen. She was one of the first people interviewed be- 
cause she was the one in control of Diplomatic Security decisions. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. How did you know she was on the list? Who 
told you she was testifying in front of Congress? 

Admiral Mullen. It was public knowledge that she was 

Mr. Jordan. That is not usually made public until 2 days before. 

Admiral Mullen. Well, by the time I knew it 

Mr. Jordan. So what day did you interview Charlene Lamb? Do 
you know? 

Admiral Mullen. Between the 3rd and the 10th. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay. Then when did you talk to Cheryl Mills? 
Right after that? 

Admiral Mullen. No, not right after that. I would say within 24 
hours and specifically to give her a heads up that I didn’t think 
that Charlene Lamb would be a witness at that point in time that 
would represent the department well, specifically. And I had run 
a department, worked a lot, worked a lot historically to get the 
best 

Mr. Jordan. But, again, we have been told that this — the ARB 
is an independent review. In fact, you said it. You have said it 
twice. 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Jordan. You said it in front of the committee staff; you said 
it in your statement today. 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Jordan. And yet within a week, within a week, you are giv- 
ing the counselor to the Secretary of State a heads up about a wit- 
ness who you think is not going to be good witness when it comes 
in front of the committee investigating. 

You know what else happened between October 3rd and October 
10th? Congressman Chaffetz, sitting in the chair, went to Libya. 
And on that trip, for the first time, under what Greg Hicks testified 
in front of this committee last spring. State Department, Cheryl 
Mills, sent a staff lawyer on that trip. And Greg Hicks testified 
first time in all his years of diplomatic service where that lawyer 
was instructed to be in every single meeting Jason Chaffetz had 
with Greg Hicks. That also happened. Did you and Cheryl Mills 
talk about that? 

Admiral Mullen. No. 

Mr. Jordan. That also — and Greg Hicks also testified that when 
there was a meeting at a classified level that this staff lawyer was 
not eligible to attend, he got a phone call quickly thereafter from 
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Cheryl Mills saying why in the world did you let this meeting take 
place where this lawyer couldn’t he in that meeting? 

Admiral Mullen. I had nothing to do with 

Mr. Jordan. Same Cheryl Mills in that same time frame you are 
giving a heads up to, and yet we are supposed to believe this report 
is independent. 

Admiral Mullen. I actually rest very comfortable that it is inde- 
pendent. 

Mr. Jordan. Let me ask you one last question because my time 
is out. Did Cheryl Mills — two last questions, if I could, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Did Cheryl Mills get to see this report before it went public? 

Admiral Mullen. We had a draft report when it was wrapped 
up. We specifically briefed the Secretary of State for a couple of 
hours and Ms. Mills was in the room. 

Mr. Jordan. So both Cheryl Mills and Hillary Clinton got to see 
this report before it went public? 

Admiral Mullen. The report was submitted to her. The Sec- 
retary of State made a decision 

Mr. Jordan. So before December 18 

Admiral Mullen. — to release it. 

Mr. Jordan. — they both got to see it. 

If I could, one last question. Let me just ask this. Admiral 
Mullen. So if an inspector general — if you learned that an inspector 
general in the course of an investigation informed its agency lead- 
ership that a witness scheduled to testify before Congress would re- 
flect poorly on the agency, would you have concerns about an in- 
spector general doing the same thing you did? 

Admiral Mullen. The intent of 

Mr. Jordan. No, that is yes or no. If an inspector general did 
what you guys did, would you have concerns about that? 

Admiral Mullen. The intent of what I did was to give the lead- 
ership in the State Department a heads up with respect to Ms. 
Mills. That was 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Jordan. — see the final report until it went public. 

Mr. Chaffetz. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Cummings. I would ask that our witness — that Mr. Connally 
be given the same amount of time. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Absolutely. 

Mr. Connolly. I thank the chair. 

And I thank the ranking member. 

I welcome the panel. 

And I do want to say to family members my — I have heartache 
for your loss. I just lost three constituents at the Navy Yard last 
week. I am old enough to remember Lebanon, where our embassy 
was bombed not once, but twice. I lost a good friend in that em- 
bassy bombing in the early 1980s. Of course, we also lost our Ma- 
rine Amphibious Unit. Well over a hundred lives were lost. 

I don’t remember, Mr. Pickering, an ARB at that time. Was there 
an ARB? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. It was before ARBs became a prac- 
tice, Mr. Connally. 
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Mr. Connolly. Right. So we lost our embassy, dozens of deaths. 
We lost the MAU at the Beirut airport with over a hundred deaths 
of young Marines. I don’t remember any investigation. I don’t re- 
member any charges. I don’t remember the Democrats exploiting 
Ronald Reagan’s management of that incident. We understood it 
was a national tragedy, and we tried to come together. 

I say to all four of you, I deeply regret the tone of this hearing. 
But it is typical, unfortunately, of all too many of the so-called in- 
vestigations into Benghazi where apparently there is an agenda. 
And the agenda isn’t getting at the truth; it is getting at somebody. 
In fact, the chairman used the word “gotcha.” Seems to be regret 
there wasn’t enough “gotcha.” So we are going to make up for it 
by getting you and trying to besmirch the reputations, particularly 
the chairman and co-chairman of this ARB who are among the fin- 
est civil servants in their respective fields to serve this country in 
a generation. I just say to you, there are many who see through 
that and understand that innuendo and smear and insinuation and 
badgering aren’t going to cloud the truth, that a tragedy occurred, 
and it occurred because terrorists perpetrated terror. 

And we are trying to find out, as you most certainly tried to find 
out in the ARB, how can we learn from that tragedy? How can we 
make sure there aren’t more grieving families before us? How can 
we make sure we are better prepared? And I thank you for the 
courage you have shown, not only in undertaking that investigation 
but in weathering the partisanship that has clouded this investiga- 
tion. 

Admiral Mullen, speaking of which, in an entirely partisan re- 
port leaked to the press, not shared with this side of the com- 
mittee — which should give you a big, fat hint as to what the intent 
is — you were the subject of an allegation — follow up on the ques- 
tioning just now — where, quote, “Mullen put Cheryl Mills on notice 
in advance of her interview that the board’s questions could be dif- 
ficult for the State Department” under the title that you gave Ms. 
Mills an inappropriate heads up prior to her ARB interview. 

I want to give you an opportunity to respond to that allegation. 

Admiral Mullen. I called, and as I said, I tried to say, I called 
Ms. Mills, having interviewed — actually the ARB had interviewed 
Ms. Lamb very early in the process, prior to the first testimony 
here on the Hill on I think the 10th of October. And I was particu- 
larly concerned because I had run a major organization, a couple 
of them and had always worked to provide the best witnesses to 
represent the organization on the Hill. And it was very early in the 
process, as far as what had happened. There were many unknowns. 
I was concerned about her level of experience. And I expressed that 
to Ms. Mills and that was it. 

Mr. Connolly. You don’t think that you gave an inappropriate 
heads up to Ms. Mills? 

Admiral Mullen. No. 

Mr. Connolly. Did you give an inappropriate heads up to 
Charlene Lamb? 

Admiral Mullen. No. No. I am — and in fact, with respect to the 
independence piece, it never had an impact. 

Mr. Connolly. Ambassador Pickering, do you want to comment 
on that? 
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Ambassador Pickering. I would. 

I think there are two issues running here. I think Admiral 
Mullen has clearly explained what he did and why. I think it had 
nothing to do with the ARB. 

I do think the Republican text which you cited is an error. It had 
nothing do with testimony by Cheryl Mills before the ARB. 

The third point is that I believed from the beginning of the ARB, 
since we were to report to the Secretary, that it was my obligation 
as Chairman from time to time to talk to the Secretary through the 
chief of staff about our progress, about where we were going, about, 
in fact, the timing of the report, and, in fact, what our expectations 
were with respect to the timing of conclusion, all of which I be- 
lieved was in full keeping with our obligation to the Secretary to 
give the best possible report. 

There was no direction. There was no feedback. There was no re- 
quest to do this, that, or the other thing. And that happened every 
couple of weeks. 

Mr. Connolly. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador. 

I have one more minute, and I want to ask just one more ques- 
tion. 

Admiral Mullen, one of the things that has seemingly been dis- 
proved time and time again but it keeps on coming up as recently 
our hearing on Benghazi yesterday at the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee, and that is the canard that there was an order to stand 
down, that somebody gave a command that the military was not to 
respond. Could you put that allegation to rest? Did that, in fact, 
happen, or did it not? 

Admiral Mullen. An order to stand down was never given. This 
specifically refers to the four special operators that were in Tripoli. 
They had finished at the — at DCM Hicks’ direction, supporting 
movement of American personnel in Tripoli from the embassy com- 
pound into a safer place. Having finished that, as every military 
person, active or retired, would want to do, they want to go to the 
fight to try to help. He checked. Lieutenant Colonel Gibson checked 
up his chain of command, which was the Special Operations Com- 
mand in AFRICOM, and the direction that he got was to hold in 
place. He was re-missioned then to support the security and the 
evacuation. And, in fact, only in hindsight, had they gone — and we 
had a very good understanding of what was going on then with re- 
spect to the evacuation — had they actually gotten on an airplane, 
they would have taken medical capability that was needed out of 
Tripoli and most likely crossed in route with the first plane that 
was evacuating Benghazi at the time. 

Mr. Connolly. Thank you. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Thank you. 

Gentleman’s time has expired. Yields back. 

I now recognize any self for 5 minutes. 

Stevens, Smith, Woods, and Doherty. God bless them. That is 
what this is all about. Admiral Mullen, I would like to direct my 
questions to you. 

Within the Department of Defense, was there an after-action re- 
view or report that was done and did you read it? 
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Admiral Mullen. I am — there always is, and I haven’t seen it, 
no. 

Mr. Chaffetz. My understanding, ChafFetz there isn’t a report. 
And for you to come to the conclusions that you did without review- 
ing such report, or if there is a review or is such a review or report 
is something the committee wants to further explore. It seems odd 
and mysterious there is no such report and that you would not 
have reviewed it. 

Did you — did the ARB ever talk to Lieutenant Colonel Steven 
Gibson? 

Admiral Mullen. We did not. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you or anybody in the ARB speak with any- 
body from the Office of Security Cooperation located at the em- 
bassy? 

Admiral Mullen. We were in touch with and spoke with — actu- 
ally interviewed the defense attache. 

Mr. Chaffetz. But not within the Office of Security Cooperation. 

What about, who is Colonel George Bristol? 

Admiral Mullen. I don’t know. 

Mr. Chaffetz. He is the Commander of Joint Special Operations 
Task Force Trans-Sahara, directly responsible for the Office of Se- 
curity Cooperation, and was not interviewed by the ARB. 

Did you ever speak with Rear Admiral Richard Landolt, Director 
of Operations for AFRICOM? 

Admiral Mullen. Not directly, no. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And nobody within the ARB did as well 

Admiral Mullen. No. But actually, we were certainly aware of 
his input, having interviewed — I am sorry — having spoken with the 
Joint Staff and the Director of Operations on the Joint Staff. 

Mr. Chaffetz. He was the Director of Operations, AFRICOM, 
and was not interviewed by the ARB. 

Admiral Mullen. That is different from the Joint Staff. That 
is 

Mr. Chaffetz. Yes. I understand. And he was not interviewed. 

The Rear Admiral Brian Losey, do you know who he is? 

Admiral Mullen. I do. 

Mr. Chaffetz. He is the Commander, Special Operations Com- 
mand at the time of Benghazi attack. Did you or the ARB inter- 
view him? 

Admiral Mullen. We didn’t. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you speak with Vice Admiral Charles Joe 
Leidig, Deputy to the Commander For Military Operations there in 
AFRICOM. 

Admiral Mullen. We spoke to actually General Ham, who is his 
boss. 

Mr. Chaffetz. But all of these people that I — I named off, di- 
rectly involved in the operations that night, and one of the con- 
cerns is you didn’t read an after-action report or review; we don’t 
even know if there is one that has been done. All these people are 
directly involved; they were not engaged in this. What time did 

Admiral Mullen. I effectively, when I went back, particularly 
the second time, listened to an after-action report with respect to 
what happened that night. 

Mr. Chaffetz. We all know 
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Admiral Mullen. I stand by what they did and what I saw. 

Mr. Chaffetz. We understand the General Ham was in Wash- 
ington, D.C. He was not at Stuttgart. He was not in Libya. These 
people were. 

I — what time did the Department of Defense ask Libya for per- 
mission for flight clearance? 

Admiral Mullen. Actually, General Ham was involved through- 
out. They were able to do that globally 

Mr. Chaffetz. I understand he was involved, but he was not in 
Stuttgart. He was not in Libya. 

The question is, did the Department of Defense ever ask Libya 
for permission for flight clearance? I believe the answer is no. 

Admiral Mullen. Which — do I get to answer the questions? 

Mr. Chaffetz. I am asking if that is 

Admiral Mullen. What kind of flight clearance are you talking 
about? 

Mr. Chaffetz. So that we could fly our military assets over 
there. We already had permission to fly. The answer is no. Correct? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. Actually, I take that back. The — the 
assets that came from Germany, specifically, we received permis- 
sion to put them 

Mr. Chaffetz. That was — let me keep moving. When specifically 
did the United States military reach out to our NATO partners, 
given their close proximity, when did that happen? 

Admiral Mullen. Actually, I don’t think it did. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And that is one of the concerns. The Italians had 
more than 50 Tornadoes less than 35 minutes away from Benghazi. 
We didn’t even ask them. Never even asked why. You presided 

Admiral Mullen. Mr. Chaffetz. 

Mr. Chaffetz. There is not a question in there. With all due re- 
spect, Admiral. 

Next thing. Specifically, when did the United States jets, tank- 
ers, whatever you need to do a show of force, when were they called 
up? When were they put on alert? 

Admiral Mullen. They were specifically looked at as to whether 
or not they could get there in time, and they couldn’t. That was a 
decision that was made. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Here is the problem. 

Admiral Mullen. Actually, their readiness status was upgraded. 

Mr. Chaffetz. You said that no planes were at the ready. That 
was your testimony in Cairo, Admiral, with all due respect 

Admiral Mullen. At the time of the attack, Mr. Chaffetz, the 
readiness status there were no strip alert aircraft ready to go. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And that is a fundamental problem and chal- 
lenge, too, I think we have to look at. In Cairo hours earlier the 
demonstrators had breached a wall, gone over a 12 foot wall, they 
tore down the American flag they put up an al Qaeda-type flag. It 
was Libya after the revolution on 9/11, we had been bombed twice 
prior, the British Ambassador had the assassination attempt and 
nobody is leaning forward? There is nobody that is that’s ready to 
go? Were the closest assets truly in Djibouti? Is that where the 
closest assets were? 

Admiral Mullen. Physically in Djibouti? I think it was between 
Djibouti and other places in Europe. 
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Mr. Chaffetz. Europe actually had more assets that were closer 
than Djihouti, correct? 

Admiral Mullen. They were not in a readiness condition to re- 
spond. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And that’s what we fundamentally do not under- 
stand. Did you talk to anybody who did want to move forward? 
Was there anybody that you came across that did want to en- 
gage — 

Admiral Mullen. Everybody in the military wanted to move for- 
ward. Everybody in the military wanted to do as much they can. 
There were plenty of assets moving. It became a physics problem, 
and it’s a time and distance problem. Certainly that is who we are, 
to try to help when someone is in harm’s way. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And the fundamental problem is they didn’t. They 
didn’t get there in time. I’m telling you if you look at Glen Doherty, 
you look at Lieutenant Tyrone Woods, they ran to the sound of the 
guns. There were other people that wanted to go. Like Lieutenant 
Colonel Gibson I wish you or the ARB had spoken to them, because 
it is an embarrassment to the United States of America that we 
could not get those assets there in time to help those people. We 
didn’t even try, we didn’t ask for permission, we didn’t ask for 
flight clearances, we didn’t even stand up the assets we had in Eu- 
rope. We didn’t even try. 

Admiral Mullen. I disagree with what you’re saying, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Chaffetz. You just told me that they did not even get to the 
ready. They were never asked. You presided as the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs when we bombed Libya for months we did so in 
connection with our NATO partners and you never asked those 
NATO partners to help and engage that night. 

Admiral Mullen. I actually commanded NATO forces, and the 
likelihood that NATO could respond in a situation like that was ab- 
solutely zero. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that Ms. Speier be 
given an extra minute and a half so that she can clear up some 
of what you just said which we on this side of the aisle consider 
to be misleading. 

Mr. Chaffetz. I take exception to the last part, but the gentle- 
woman is recognized. 

Ms. Speier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You know, I am so outraged by the conduct of this committee 
today. There is 83 years worth of service to this country by these 
two men, and they are being treated shabbily, and I apologize to 
you for what I find to be just totally unnecessary. 

We are trying to get the facts. We are trying to prevent this from 
happening again, and badgering you does not achieve that goal. 

Now let me also point out that there has been a classified brief- 
ing, Mr. Chairman, on the whole issue of whether Lieutenant Colo- 
nel Gibson was told to stand down. It was an Armed Services Com- 
mittee subcommittee meeting, I was there at it. There was a press 
release that was put out by the subcommittee after that classified 
briefing. And I want to read to you what was posted. 

During the attack. Colonel Bristol was traveling in Africa, unreli- 
able communications prohibited him from participating in the at- 
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tack response beyond an initial conversation with Lieutenant Colo- 
nel Gibson and Rear Admiral Losey. Colonel Bristol confirmed to 
committee that in his role, he gave lieutenant Colonel Gibson ini- 
tial freedom of action to make decisions in response to the unfold- 
ing situation in Benghazi. Lieutenant Colonel Gibson previously 
testified to the committee that contrary to some reports, he was at 
no point ordered to stand down but rather to remain in Tripoli to 
defend the American embassy there in anticipation of possible ad- 
ditional attacks and to assist the survivors of the return from 
Benghazi. Colonel Bristol confirmed this account of events. 

When, I ask, will we ever listen to the facts? This came out of 
the subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee chaired by a 
Republican colleague. These are the facts. 

Let me move on and ask Admiral Mullen a question as well. 

Another allegation has been made by many Republicans includ- 
ing that the military should have sent the F-16s or other fighter 
planes to fly over Benghazi. I think that was a series of 
questionings from just prior to mine. Mr. Issa stated on national 
radio you still have to say why weren’t there aircraft and capability 
headed toward them at flank speed, and the next time this hap- 
pens can we count on this President and Secretary to actually care 
about people in harm’s way as they are being attacked by al Qaeda 
elements? 

There are some things wrong with this statement. And I don’t 
know where to start but how about this. Do you agree the Presi- 
dent of the United States and Secretary of State: “do not care about 
people in harm’s way?” 

Admiral Mullen. I do not agree with that. 

Ms. Speier. With respect to flying jets over Benghazi, page 32 of 
our report includes an excerpt from your interview transcript 
where you explain that these planes would have needed refueling 
maybe twice en route, is that correct? 

Admiral Mullen. That’s correct. 

Ms. Speier. That is basically the same thing General Dempsey, 
the current chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said in his testi- 
mony 4 months earlier before the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee is that correct? 

Admiral Mullen. That’s correct. 

Ms. Speier. After conducting your own independent review of the 
military assets, did you reach the same conclusion as General 
Dempsey? 

Admiral Mullen. I did. 

Ms. Speier. In fact, on Page 31 of our report, we quote from your 
interview transcript, there’s no one I’ve ever met in military that 
wouldn’t want to get help there instantly. The physics of it, the re- 
ality of it, it just wasn’t going to happen for 12 to 20 hours. And 
I validated that in my review when I went to the Pentagon to look 
at every single asset that was postured in theater including those 
jets in Aviano, is that correct? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Ms. Speier. So Admiral Mullen, both former Secretary Gates and 
former Secretary Panetta raised other risk-based concerns about 
sending aircraft to fly over Benghazi on the night of the attack. Are 
you familiar with their concerns and do you agree with them? 
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Admiral Mullen. I am familiar with their concerns, and you al- 
ways have to assess the risks in a situation like that. My own expe- 
rience is that certainly our military is prepared to go into high-risk 
environments if they’re able to do that. There was an awful lot that 
night back to what we’ve talk about, that precluded that. It wasn’t 
for lack of the desire to do that or help someone in harm’s way. 

The other thing I would talk briefly about is the whole issue of 
the situation under, the circumstances in which Tyrone Woods and 
Glen Doherty actually gave their lives and in fact, they were killed 
in a very — they had just relieved two individuals on top of the 
building. Shortly after that, there were three mortar rounds that 
landed very accurately in a very short period of time in the middle 
of the night from a place nobody really knew where that mortar 
fire was coming from. And that is how they lost their lives in the 
end. 

So even the likelihood that we could have provided some kind of 
overflight over a long period of time, the likelihood that that would 
have somehow sorted out that mortar fire is virtually impossible. 

Ms. Speier.I thank you gentlemen for your service and to the 
families of those who lost their loved ones. 

Mr. Cummings. Would the gentlelady yield 30 seconds? 

Ms. Speier. Yes. I yield. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chaffetz asked you about a number of people 
that you said you did an interview. Would either of you comment 
on that? How did you choose who you interviewed? 

Admiral Mullen. I think we both can quickly. We basically, as 
we started the interview we took, we essentially took the process 
and those we would interview based on the facts as we uncovered 
them over time, and did not feel, I did not feel compelled to inter- 
view the chain of command in South Africa. I understand that 
chain of command. I know what happens. I know Losey. I know 
where he was and I know what they were doing that night. I just 
didn’t feel compelled to do that. And I was very comfortable, as I’ve 
said in my opening statement, we interviewed those we thought we 
needed to interview. 

Mr. Chaffetz. The gentlewoman’s time is expired. We’ll now rec- 
ognize the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Walberg, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Walberg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sullivan, the ARB report discussed stovepipe to discussions 
by the State Department regarding decisions on policy and secu- 
rity. 

My question to you is what can be done to ensure these security 
decisions are not stovepiped and that the individuals making the 
decisions have access to the necessary security information. 

Mr. Sullivan. Thank you. Congressman. One of the things that 
we had recommended that I mentioned earlier was to create, to ele- 
vate the assistant secretary for diplomatic security to an under sec- 
retary level. As I’m sure you know overall, the Secretary is in 
charge of security for the Department, and that authority is dele- 
gated down to the Assistant Secretary. What we found is that that 
has led to a little bit of some confusion. When we spoke to people 
in the embassies, to the ambassadors, to the RSOs, to the deputy 
chief of mission, it seems like the lines of communication, the lines 
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of authority, accountability are pretty well understood. What we 
found is at the headquarter level that was not as well understood. 

So we believe that by creating this new under secretary, there 
will be clear lines of authority that the under secretary in our view 
would be involved in the policy decisions with the under secretaries 
and we believed that that would go a long way towards creating 
clearer lines of communication. 

Mr. Walberg. Thank you. 

Mr. Keil, the best practices panel found that it is common across 
many industries to have a hot wash or after action debriefing of 
key participants in a critical event. 

What is the purpose of a hot wash? 

Mr. Keil. Sir, I think, and as Admiral Mullen says that typically 
happens at the Department of Defense also. It is to gain critical in- 
formation as quickly as possible before memories start to fade. 

Mr. Walberg. Does State Department have a hot wash? 

Mr. Keil. We did not find any process for after action or hot 
wash at the State Department. 

Mr. Walberg. So there is no lessons learned process at the De- 
partment of State? 

Mr. Keil. We did not find a lessons learned process no. 

Mr. Walberg. In your opinion, what should the Department do 
to create an effective lessons learned process? 

Mr. Keil. I think they need to do a lessons-learned process from 
a tactical and strategic perspective, a lessons-learned process with- 
in the Bureau of Diplomatic Security and a broader enterprise wide 
lessons learned process for the Department to gather that critical 
information as quickly as possible, wrap it back into operations, 
wrap it back into training. 

Mr. Walberg. Any indication that that’s being done? 

Mr. Keil. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Walberg. Thank you. Admiral Mullen, again, with all due 
respect, and this is a rhetorical question, you’ve answered it al- 
ready, but I just wanted to ask this question to bring the context 
back again, and that question is, why should we not conclude that 
a heads up, as you indicated, is not a desire to coach a witness or 
an action, especially in the context of an independent panel such 
as the ARB? 

Admiral Mullen. The only thing I would say is the intent was 
to get the best possible witness identified for the State Department. 

Mr. Walberg. Again, with all due respect, again, an independent 
panel coaching a witness, I don’t think we conclude anything else 
from that. 

Admiral Mullen. Well, I didn’t coach — there was no coaching 
that was ever discussed. 

Mr. Walberg. Ambassador Pickering, why did the board decide 
not to administer oaths to those testifying before the board? 

Ambassador Pickering. Because no ARB had done that in the 
past, and we had no reason to believe that we would not get truth- 
ful testimony. 

Mr. Walberg. So this was consistent with the practice of pre- 
vious ARBs? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, Mr. Walberg. 
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Mr. Walberg. Why were interviews then not recorded or tran- 
scribed? 

Ambassador Pickering. Interviews were recorded on the basis 
that the, if previous ARBs had followed, in addition, it was a pat- 
tern that interestingly enough the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
adopted in its reports as well. We felt it was more than sufficient 
to record the critical and key points that we would have to take 
into account in preparing our report on recommendations 

Mr. Walberg. Could you see a benefit in adopting this practice, 
especially in the context that this panel has found it almost impos- 
sible to get full information on making decisions on our own, re- 
gardless of what the other side of the dais says. 

Ambassador Pickering. With deep respect, there is a difference 
between your access to documents and the question of the type of 
documents that should be prepared. 

Mr. Walberg. What do you mean by that? 

Ambassador Pickering. I don’t believe that transcribed inter- 
views would have created the kind of attitude and approach of give 
and take which we found with the witnesses, which was particu- 
larly useful and relevant. I think that the formal process, in fact, 
of taking a transcription is, in some ways, inhibiting of the kind 
of information we were soliciting, the kind of views we wanted to 
get, and the broad and open character of the kind of approach we 
were taking. 

Mr. Walberg. Well, I appreciate that, but more importantly, the 
American public and this panel doesn’t feel like we have that ac- 
cess to information necessary to make good decisions about the 
movement forward, and we talk about stovepipes, we talk about 
hot washes, and all of these things that are done at other levels 
of government, other agencies, other industries, and we here have 
information lacking to us because there is not information that we 
can read or bring out to the American public. 

Chairman ISSA. [presiding.] Mr. Walberg, I will assure you that 
this committee will not have chummy discussions that are friendly 
and cordial in lieu of the kind of interviews that we make available 
on the record. We will continue to use our process even if others 
thinks that conversations unrecorded are important and I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Walberg. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that. I understand 
that you will do that. We needed that from this panel, and the 
American public deserves it, and especially the families sitting in 
this room and not deserve that information. Thank you. 

Chairman IsSA. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Cummings. I ask the gentleman be given an extra minute 
and a half. 

Chairman IsSA. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Cartwright. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you Ranking 
Member Cummings, and thank you. Ambassador Pickering and Ad- 
miral Mullen for coming back. Both of you testified at prior pro- 
ceedings, closed-door deposition, recorded interviews. I had the 
privilege of helping conduct some of that questioning, and so we’ve 
spoken quite a bit at length already and I thank you for coming 
back again today on this terribly sad chapter in American history. 
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I’m going to start with you, Ambassador Pickering. In your depo- 
sition that you had with the committee, you told us that to the best 
of your knowledge “no other ARB was so extensive and far reaching 
in its findings of personal responsibility or personal accountability, 
or made such far reaching recommendations at such high levels in 
the State Department.” 

Now you also told us that in writing this report, you didn’t want 
to “pull any punches” and you felt that “you had a serious obliga- 
tion under the law and from the Secretary to do that.” But you also 
explained that you were “deeply concerned” that previous ARBs 
“had been excellent in their recommendations, but that through the 
follow-through had dwindled away” as you said. 

Ambassador Pickering, my understanding that Secretary Clinton 
immediately adopted all 29 recommendations in the ARB report, 
and that the State Department is making progress on all of them. 
Is that true? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, Mr. Cartwright, to the best of my 
knowledge I believe they are. It was testimony I understand yester- 
day to that effect as well. 

Mr. Cartwright. And Ambassador Pickering, I gather you be- 
lieve that, if implemented, your recommendations will make U.S. 
Facilities abroad and the people that serve in them safer? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, we believe that is the case, Mr. 
Cartwright. 

Mr. Cartwright. Would you take a few moments and explain to 
us how the recommendations will make us safer? 

Ambassador Pickering. They will in the cases of posts, particu- 
larly like Benghazi, stop the personnel churn which allowed such 
deficiencies to develop both in continuity and focus and size of per- 
sonnel. 

We believe they will provide a better system for the decision 
making with respect to the improvement of physical security by the 
application of higher standards. We believe that the training pro- 
grams that we recommend will improve the capacity of both secu- 
rity specialists and non-security specialists to know and under- 
stand how to, in fact, operate more effectively. We believe that the 
serious discrepancy between fire safety preparations and security 
safe havens illustrated in Benghazi will be ended, and that there 
will be appropriate equipment to deal with fire safety in safe haven 
areas. 

Those are just a few, Mr. Cartwright, of what I think are the 
most salient points. 

If I could ask permission just to make one brief statement, the 
chairman just implied that our interviews and our work was not 
recorded. And the chairman knows and I know that that is not the 
case. 

Mr. Cartwright. Thank you. Ambassador. And Admiral Mullen, 
I want to give you a chance to weigh in on this question as well. 

Admiral Mullen. Well the only thing that I would add to that 
is with the immediate establishment inside the NEA bureau, if 
somebody at the senior office — the senior individual with respect to 
diplomatic security with the establishment of a separate the Diplo- 
matic Security Deputy Assistant Secretary specifically focused on 
high threat posts. 
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And to Chairman Issa, one of the things that I thought was help- 
ful in your report was this focus on expeditionary diplomacy. And 
if I were to give you an example of expeditionary diplomacy, it 
would be in places like Benghazi and quite frankly, in consulates 
in Iraq and Afghanistan and places like Pakistan that we all need 
to focus on to make sure that we do all the balance, the need to 
be there, and be there in a secure way as absolutely possible. 

So I actually think that the changes that were recommended will 
have a substantial impact on how the State Department moves for- 
ward, how we move forward as a country in these very difficult 
times. 

It’s changed since the ARB of 1998 and 1999. The world has 
changed and we need to adapt to that and in many ways, in many 
ways, we have. 

Mr. Cartwright. Well, I thank you for that gentlemen and I 
yield back. 

Chairman IsSA. I thank the gentlemen. And just to make the 
record clear. Ambassador, we will disagree on what a record is. 
This committee makes an accurate, verbatim record to the greatest 
extent possible just as the transcription is being done today which 
is different than the impressions in a diplomatic note. And I appre- 
ciate the fact that the diplomatic service looks at dit notes which 
are impressions of what was said as a record, and I know it is help- 
ful, but it is a very different standard in investigations and one of 
the things that this committee is considering and, Mr. Cartwright, 
I hope that you appreciate it too is that the level of record, of any 
investigation done of any incident no matter what part of govern- 
ment, needs to be considered for how it will be recorded. 

That is not to disparage you or the history of how they’ve been 
done. We appreciate, at least I appreciate, that you recorded as per, 
if you will, your 40-plus years of history and ARBs. What we are 
viewing and Mr. Walberg was viewing is more how we do it. And 
I will assure you that if the FBI were investigating the death of 
four people, they would tend very much to want a very accurate 
record, which is what we are looking for. Ambassador. 

Ambassador Pickering. Well, they can speak best for themselves 
but our impression has been that the type of recording they pro- 
vided to us in connection with their investigation of four dead 
Americans was very much along the lines that we were preparing 
for our own use. Admittedly and reasonable people can differ, in- 
vestigations and reviews sometimes have a different context and a 
different purpose. 

Chairman IsSA. Thank you. Ambassador. 

And we now go to the gentleman from Arizona — I’m sorry the 
gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. Lankford is there. Mr. Lankford. 

Mr. Lankford. Thank you. And thank you to all of you. 

You’ve done a tremendous amount of work and a tremendous 
amount of preparation both for this hearing, but obviously for a lot 
of the reports and everything that you’ve done and the hours that 
you’ve spent for it, I want you know we appreciate that very much, 
and what you’ve taken on, the scope of it. 

My line of questioning is just trying to gather a group of facts 
as we know it at this point, again, to try to zero in on some of the 
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things you’re trying to accomplish what do we do to not have this 
repeat again in the days ahead. 

Would you agree we had an overt dependence on Libyan security 
that night and the security team that was local that was not suffi- 
cient for the task and that we had an overdependence on them at 
that point? Anyone can answer that. 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes. 

Mr. Lankford. Would you agree we did not have a sufficient 
number of our own armed security forces on the ground? We had 
a larger number before of DOD personnel over there. They were ob- 
viously removed, their task as it was done they normalized, as I’ve 
heard several folks say, both Charlene Lamb and Ambassador Ken- 
nedy said they wanted it normalized, that we did not have a suffi- 
cient number of armed security there that night? 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe the answer to that is yes, but 
your implication that “DOD was anywhere around Benghazi at 
that time” is a mistake. 

Mr. Lankford. No, I’m talking about prior to that, were DOD 
personnel there in August? 

Ambassador Pickering. DOD personnel served a few short peri- 
ods in Benghazi, but their assignment was in Tripoli, their work 
was in Tripoli, and their majority was always in Tripoli. 

Mr. Lankford. Did they travel with the Ambassador when he 
went to Benghazi or would they have traveled with him? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. 

Mr. Lankford. Because the testimony that we had received is 
that they would have assigned some of those folks to travel with 
the Ambassador 

Ambassador Pickering. The Ambassador took two Benghazi, two 
Department of State security agents with him. 

Mr. Lankford. Right, because they didn’t have other folks that 
were there to be able to travel. Those twelve individuals had al- 
ready left. 

Admiral Mullen. I think it’s really important, this is the SST, 
I think it’s really important to focus on what the SST’s mission 
was, and over the period of time when they were there for many, 
many months, over that period of time, the vast majority of their 
mission was training. They did take a couple of forays out to 
Benghazi, they did make some security recommendations, and from 
that perspective, they certainly provided some input with respect 
to security. But my own view is, I think it’s a reach to think that 
they would have been there that night. 

Mr. Lankford. Fair enough. Did we have adequate diplomatic 
security there that night? 

Ambassador Pickering. The answer to that I already gave you. 
No. 

Mr. Lankford. Thank you for that. The facility, did it meet the 
standards set, the Inman standards after the 98 the facility in 
Benghazi? 

Ambassador Pickering. No certainly not. It didn’t meet any of 
the standards that were set for Department of State folks. 

Mr. Lankford. Do you know how many posts that we had world- 
wide? At that time? Obviously, that has changed dramatically as 
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it should. How many posts did we have worldwide at that time that 
didn’t meet that minimum standard? 

Ambassador Pickering. I’m only guessing hut somewhere be- 
tween one-third and up. 

Mr. Lankford. A third of our posts did not meet the standards 
at that time? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes. 

Mr. Lankford. So 260 or so posts worldwide and you’re saying 
a third of those didn’t meet the standard set in 1999? 

Ambassador Pickering. That’s my best understanding. 

Mr. Lankford. Is there a certain 

Ambassador Pickering. Could I just say, Mr. Lankford, one of 
our principle recommendations was that the Inman building build- 
ing program recommended in the Nairobi Dar Es Salaam ARB 10 
years before had dwindled away, and that it needed to go back to 
10 a year at a cost beginning in 2015 of $2.2 billion a year, and 
that’s in recognition that probably among those that don’t meet 
standards, there are urgent high threat, high-risk posts perhaps 
that ought to get priority in that program. 

Mr. Lankford. What about the high-risk posts? How many posts 
would you consider high risk high threat at that time? 

Ambassador Pickering. At the time of Benghazi, the Depart- 
ment of State with the Department of Defense had an emergency 
review of 19 posts, including visits to them, which I believe was 
their judgment about what was high risk, high threat at that time. 

Mr. Lankford. Is there any special chain of authority to have ac- 
tual personnel there, any differences in the high risk high threat? 
Who makes the decision putting personnel there and what the se- 
curity is there? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, there is, and the decisions were 
made at the place that we identified, the Deputy Assistant Sec- 
retary in Diplomatic Security makes the primary decisions, that 
her bosses are the people who oversee and review that activity. 

Mr. Lankford. So that would be Charlene Lamb, Patrick Ken- 
nedy, would that go up to the Secretary of State’s Office who would 
have to sign off on that? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. And they don’t go to the under sec- 
retary for management unless there is a dispute and then they do 
go to him for resolution. 

Mr. Lankford. You had mentioned before as well that night or 
Admiral Mullen had actually that night there was no one on the 
ready to be able to respond militarily. 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Lankford. Did you discover if there was a contingency plan? 
Obviously, we are in a high-risk location, Libya is in a civil war 
just coming out of that, did you see if there was a contingency plan 
for a response in case there was an emergency? 

Admiral Mullen. I’m not aware. I don’t think there was one, and 
I’m not aware if there was. 

Mr. Lankford. Is that something that we should recommend in 
the days ahead? 

Admiral Mullen. It goes back to available assets and what are 
you going to focus on and what the priorities are. 



62 


Mr. Lankford. Sure I would say you take high risk locations. 
There’s a relatively small number that are high-risk locations. 
Should those locations have a contingency? 

Admiral Mullen. Well, 19 is not a small number when you start 
talking about forces. So how are you going to make those decisions 
and distribute your forces? It is a worthy discussion, and I know 
that the Pentagon and the administration has recalibrated that as 
a result of Benghazi. But it’s not an infinite resource and so you 
can’t get them everywhere. 

Ambassador Pickering. If I could just add, Mr. Lankford, the 
first line of defense is the local government. 

Mr. Lankford. Right, which was not sufficient. 

Ambassador Pickering. The second line of defense is our re- 
sources in place and those are the things we concentrated our at- 
tention on. As you know, the Department of State is assigned an 
additional number of marines and an additional number of security 
officers. They’ve come to you for that support, I hope they get it, 
I believe it is going ahead. 

Mr. Lankford. And that was our concern as well that obviously 
the Libyan militia was not sufficient. We know that clearly now. 
We didn’t have a high enough number of diplomatic security per- 
sonnel. The facility obviously did not meet the minimum standards. 
It was listed as a high-risk facility, and we seem to not have a con- 
tingency plan. The difficulty is it appears that the individuals that 
were there were very naked, and we understand our diplomatic 
personnel around the world always take risks on it, but they 
seemed to be particularly exposed in this particular location. 

Admiral Mullen. The only other thing I would add to that, and 
I mentioned this in my closed statement is that it was the deterio- 
ration of the numbers and the upgrades over time, over the course 
of that many months, that essentially did not prepare that 
Benghazi compound from a deterrent standpoint. But it was very 
significant, and had we had two or three times the number of peo- 
ple in place that night from a security standpoint. I’m not sure that 
a mob, a terrorist mob like that that they could have done much, 
but what we also lost by watching the numbers deteriorate and not 
upgrading it, we lost any kind of deterrent capability so that the 
enemy would think twice about whether they would do something 
like that. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman’s time is 
expired. And I thank the Admiral for including the portion of this 
that talks about if you have a strong force, you often don’t get at- 
tacked, and that may have been ultimately the greatest benefit of 
additional forces. 

We now go to the gentleman from Wisconsin for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to the wit- 
nesses. I appreciate you being here today. 

As one of the newer folks around here, I know when I signed up 
for this, even though I served in the legislature for about 14 years, 
I knew it wasn’t exactly going to be Mr. Smith Goes to Washington, 
but I also didn’t expect Groundhog’s Day. And I have to admit I 
feel a little bit like I’m watching another copy of Groundhog’s Day. 

We’ve had I think 12 Congressional hearings on Benghazi, three 
in this committee that I’ve been on. There are three this week 
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alone in the House. I know that I sat through part of a closed depo- 
sition with Ambassador Pickering, and for several hours where we 
asked some questions. We’ve gone through extensive conversations 
about Benghazi. And I think sometimes in the bubble that’s Wash- 
ington having just come from outside the bubble, where real people 
were, before I got elected, I think sometimes it’s odd that members, 
we think that we know more by visiting bases than someone who 
has been, perhaps, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs. 

And I guess what my questions specifically are, kind of following 
off Mr. Cartwright, what I’m most concerned about is what we’re 
doing to make sure this never happens again, to make sure that 
we are actually honoring the lives of Sean Smith and Tyrone 
Woods and Glen Doherty and Chris Stevens by making sure that 
their friends and co-workers and the people who work across the 
world for us in those 270-plus locations that we talked about don’t 
have to face another Benghazi, and what we can do to make sure 
of that. 

And I think that is, by far, the most important thing that we can 
do, and I know that Ambassador Pickering you specifically said you 
want to make sure this never happens again. 

And part of what the reports, both reports have outlined there 
are a number of recommendations, I think one of the areas perhaps 
that we’ve been remiss on is Congress, in my opinion, and having 
come from the outside spending more time out there than here is 
that we don’t talk about what Congress has to do. This Congress 
has been pretty much failing to get much of anything done. 

But I think when you look at the recommendations that came in 
your report and most recently in the newest report there are spe- 
cific things that Congress should be doing to make sure that we 
protect our embassies in other locations across the world, and I 
think we’re remiss in doing that. And I think what our job really 
should be is rather than poking and poking and hoping to get a 
gotcha, which I think sometimes happens too often in Congress, 
let’s figure out what we’re doing to make sure this never, ever hap- 
pens again and honor the lives of the people who lost their lives. 

So if I can ask specifically. Ambassador Pickering, you talked 
about the fact that State Department immediately accepted those 
recommendations, and in the process of implementing them, how 
about the recommendations you had for Congress recommendation 
Number 10, have we moved at all on the recommendations that 
we’ve had for Congress to make sure that we are protecting our fa- 
cilities across the world? 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe that on a couple of the rec- 
ommendations that were made of an emergency character after the 
visit to the 19 posts I spoke about a minute ago with Mr. Lankford, 
there have been moves by Congress. It has not been, put it this 
way, our brief or our responsibility to do the follow-up to the re- 
port. There are a number of our recommendations which have to 
be translated into legislation or legislative proposals. And on that, 
we rely on the State Department and the budget process to proceed 
to you so I think that in effect, the Congress in this case is not 
being asked independently to take initiatives, but hopefully to sup- 
port the executive branch’s recommendations to take our ideas and 
put them into action. 
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Mr. POCAN. So by Congress not moving a budget, kind of living 
on continuing resolutions as we have for the last 4 years, we really 
haven’t had a chance to address the very recommendations that I 
think you have made in this report. 

Ambassador Pickering. And I don’t know, sir, whether these will 
be sups of 2014, 2015, proposals or not. That really comes beyond 
our responsibility, and I would hesitate at this stage to try to give 
you a thought when I don’t know. 

Mr. PocAN. Thank you. And it’s my hope, Mr. Chairman, that at 
some point as we continue, and I know we will continue to talk 
about what happened in Benghazi and it’s a tragic incident, that 
we will really focus on, I think what Congress can do best, which 
is how do we make sure what do we do to make sure nothing hap- 
pens like this again. 

So as much as I know we keep looking backwards, I think there 
is a reason why our eyes are in the front of our face and not the 
back of our head, because we actually have to figure what we’re 
doing to make sure that this doesn’t happen to those other 270 fa- 
cilities, so we honor the lives of the four people who lost their lives, 
and I would hope, and I am hopeful that that’s where we’ll be mov- 
ing in the future. 

Chairman ISSA. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PoCAN. Sure, I yield. 

Chairman IsSA. I’m sorry you weren’t there on the CODEL in 
January where we actually saw some of the changes that were 
made post 9/11 in Morocco and Algeria. And I’m sorry you didn’t 
get to see the facility in Lebanon which is, of course, is famously 
not Inman compliant, but has several hundred people who guard 
it with armed weapons, including heavy machine guns because 
there’s an awful lot that has to be considered in addition to the 
question of dollars. But if you’re available, along with Ms. 
Duckworth, I would love to have you go on the next trip to the re- 
gion and we can begin looking at what recommendations we could 
help with. 

Mr. PoCAN. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a great suggestion. I 
would love to do that. I just looked at what just happened was we 
looked at what we might do in Syria, and what was one of the first 
things that happened was we were contacting people in embassies 
and countries around it putting out warnings to make sure. 

So we know there still is an imminent threat out there in certain 
regions of the world, but what I don’t see us doing is addressing 
that part of what Congress’ responsibility, what can we do about 
it to make sure it doesn’t happen again rather than continuing to 
look backwards. And I’m really looking forward to the conversa- 
tions we have that are forward looking to make sure we protect our 
people who work across the world for us. 

Chairman IssA. And one of the challenges we do have, you men- 
tioned Syria, the Ambassador’s residence in Syria is basically right 
on a street with glass windows, and you look out on people going 
by. And it hasn’t been selected historically for an upgrade for a 
number of reasons, mostly host nation support. 

It’s one of our challenges. And if you’re lucky enough to ever get 
to Dublin which you’ll discover there is that our embassy is on an 
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intersection of two streets where the windows can he broken inad- 
vertently by a rock being popped up from a truck going by. 

So we do have a lot of facilities around the world and the com- 
plexity of it is important I think today when we look at a situation 
in a country that might have been more similar to Afghanistan or 
Iraq in Benghazi on September 11th, there’s a different consider- 
ation, and hopefully that is part of what Foreign Affairs will look 
at in detail. But I look forward to having you on our next trip. 

And with that we go to the gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Gosar, 
Dr. Gosar. 

Mr. Gosar. Thank you. Mr. Sullivan, the best management prac- 
tice review panel found that many important recommendations 
made in the 1999 ARB convened after the Nairobi and Dar Es Sa- 
laam bombings were not, in fact, implemented. In fact, you wrote 
this report was largely ignored by the Department and did not re- 
ceive wide circulation within either the Department or DS at the 
time. 

Many of the senior officials involved before, during and after the 
Benghazi attacks, including the ARB, held senior positions within 
the Department prior to and after the 1998 attacks. 

At the time, Thomas Pickering was the Under Secretary of Polit- 
ical Affairs, Patrick Kennedy was the Acting Assistant Secretary 
for Diplomatic Security, Susan Rice was the Assistant Secretary for 
the Bureau of African Affairs. 

What did your best management panel recommend to ensure 
that the State Department would actually implement the rec- 
ommendations set forth in your report by the Benghazi ARB? 

Mr. Sullivan. You know. Congressman, what we thought was 
that it’s really important that this be an enterprise-wide initiative, 
that everybody has to be involved in this and everybody has to un- 
derstand what their roles are. 

We talked about how important accountability is, and we didn’t 
look at accountability as a negative, we looked at accountability as 
a positive as an enabler. 

So we just felt that, with these recommendations, I can’t speak 
to what happened in the past, but we do believe that this is not 
just about the office of diplomatic security but it’s about depart- 
ment-wide and everybody knowing what their responsibilities are 
and what their accountability is, and that everybody work on this 
together. For example, risk management, you know we believed 
that, you know, having a formalized risk management model is 
something that is very important, and again, not just for the De- 
partment of Diplomatic Security, but also for the whole enterprise. 

Mr. Gosar. Mr. Keil, would you agree with that? 

Mr. Keil. Certainly, Congressman. I think Mr. Sullivan hit on a 
fundamental issue. We were talking previously about the facility in 
Benghazi, how high the walls were, if there was any blast resist- 
ance, how many agents were there. Those tactical things are impor- 
tant but the fundamental issue comes down to if the State Depart- 
ment does not have a risk management process to determine and 
make informed decisions, should we be in some of these places with 
a full understanding of the risk? That’s what our panel found. 

Mr. Gosar. So let’s go back on, so will regular best management 
panel evaluations be conducted to ensure that the recommendation 
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set forth in your report and that the ARB recommendations will be 
followed? 

Mr. Keil. Right. That is part of the ARB recommendation that 
created our panel, it called for regular re-evaluation. 

Mr. Gosar. And I guess what I’m coming back to is account- 
ability, right? And part of that accountability could be part of Con- 
gress’ duty, would it not? 

Mr. Keil. Definitely. Obviously, some of the recommendations 
are going to take Congressional action. 

Mr. Gosar. And I’m a private sector guy, so this mortifies me 
what I’ve just seen here because accountability is very implicit, I 
mean, you’re going to have a stack of attorneys, you’re going to 
have depositions, you’re going to have transcripts, and you don’t 
get a go pass go and collect $200 it doesn’t work in the private sec- 
tor. 

So from the standpoint of the records that we’ve been talking 
about at this ARB, the State Department is withholding those 
interview summaries that have come out because there are no 
transcriptions, but there has been a recorded log. 

In order for Congress to do its job, we should have access to 
those, should we not? 

Mr. Keil. I think that’s probably a question more for Admiral 
Mullen and Ambassador Pickering. 

Mr. Gosar. I’m asking you. 

Mr. Keil. Yes, I believe so. 

Mr. Gosar. How do you feel about that, Mr. Sullivan? 

Mr. Sullivan. I would agree that if these are documents that 
Congress is entitled to, that they should have them to review as 
well. 

Mr. Gosar. How about that. Admiral Mullen? 

Admiral Mullen. Again, I have a longstanding history in terms 
of providing documents when requested, and I think it’s something 
that’s got to be worked out between the Hill, the administra- 
tion — 

Mr. Gosar. No, no, no, no, it doesn’t need to be worked out. It’s 
our due diligence, sir. I mean, accountability, I mean. I’m talking 
to a man who is very accountable, and through his whole lifetime 
has been that way. And the mantra in this place in this Beltway 
needs to change. There needs to be accountability. That is why I 
would hope that you would genuinely come forward and say, abso- 
lutely, those records should be turned over. 

Admiral Mullen. I have lived my life focusing on accountability, 
and I feel very strongly about that. 

Mr. Gosar. I would expect you to say absolutely yes, that those 
records should be turned over to Congress. I mean, from what I’ve 
ever seen and I’ve ever heard of you, that you would say absolutely, 
accountability and transparency should be there. And I personally, 
you. Admiral Mullen, would see it right to turn those records over. 

Admiral Mullen. I have, believe me. I’m right where you think 
I am with respect to accountability. The issue of the specifics of 
what’s inside that has to be worked out, specifically, with respect 
to records. I mean. I’ve been in departments that for reasons, what- 
ever the reason is, they don’t provide or take a long time, and I’m 
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not privy, quite frankly, to the specifics of why those are not being 
provided right now. 

Mr. Gosar. So you don’t like the status quo? 

Admiral Mullen. No, no, I think that what where we were in 
the ARB was to try to get to the best position we could with respect 
to accountability, driven by the law, quite frankly 

Mr. Gosar. I understand but part of that accountability is the 
oversight of Congress, and part of the oversight of Congress for im- 
plementation, because we’ve seen this timeline of ineptitude of im- 
plementing these, actually these discussions from previous actions. 
And part of that is that we’re not getting part of the records to ac- 
tually have that oversight, because legislative is not just budgets 
it’s also about this 

Chairman IssA. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Admiral Mullen. I think oversight to ensure implementation 
and execution in the long term makes a lot of sense. 

Chairman IsSA. I thank the Admiral. With that we go to the 
gentlelady from Illinois, Ms. Duckworth. 

Ms. Duckworth. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ladies and gentle- 
men, in the Army, our soldiers live by a creed and a warrior ethos 
that begins with, I will always place the mission first, I will never 
accept defeat, I will never quit, and I will never leave a fallen com- 
rade behind. 

I believe that all of our personnel in Benghazi and in Tripoli 
lived, and in the case of our four heroes, laid down their lives as 
warriors on that day. That said. Admiral Mullen, I think the Navy 
has something similar to the warrior ethos, but the Navy’s version 
of it. 

I want to go back over what we’ve talked about today, and ask 
you to just briefly answer my following questions and I’m going to 
give you some time to speak towards the end. 

First as to the allegation that the four-man team in Tripoli was 
ordered to stand down, there was no such order. The team was di- 
rected to provide security and medical assistance in Tripoli. Is that 
correct? 

Admiral Mullen. That’s correct. 

Ms. Duckworth. With respect to the allegation that the military 
could have flown aircraft over Benghazi in a matter of hours, in 
fact, they would have needed tankers to refuel them and those 
tankers were many more hours away, is that correct? 

Admiral Mullen. That’s correct. 

Ms. Duckworth. In terms of the allegations by unidentified per- 
son who claims to be a special operator that a European Union 
command special forces team could have prevented the attacks in 
Benghazi, that is also incorrect, according to your review and the 
review of General Dempsey? 

Admiral Mullen. That is incorrect. That is, what you’re saying 
is correct. 

Ms. Duckworth. Thank you. Admiral Mullen, I really don’t un- 
derstand this because you know it used to be that when our Nation 
came under attack, we would rally together and especially, espe- 
cially around our men and women in uniform. And the allegations 
that anyone in the military in the uniform on that day would ever 
do anything other than their very best effort to come to the assist- 
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ance of the men and women in Benghazi and in Tripoli troubles 
me. 

You yourself have commanded a gasoline tanker, a guided mis- 
sile destroyer, a guided missile cruiser, you’ve commanded a cruis- 
er destroyer group and the United States Navy Second Fleet. I 
would suspect that if you could have personally done anything to 
get there, you would have yourself based on your extensive military 
experience. 

Admiral Mullen. I certainly would have. 

Ms. Duckworth. Admiral, during your interview, you addressed 
this exact line of questioning, on page 32 of our report, you ex- 
plained how these accusations affect our military service members. 
And this is what you said. “The line of questioning approached 
here for those of us in the military that we would consider for a 
second not doing anything we possibly could just stirs us to our 
bones because that’s not who we are. We don’t leave anybody be- 
hind.” Did you say that? 

Admiral Mullen. I did. 

Ms. Duckworth. So Admiral, what do you say to those, such as 
my very passionate colleague from Utah who continue to question 
the integrity, the professionalism and the motives of our military 
commanders and our men and women in uniform? You can take as 
much of my remaining times as you would like. 

Admiral Mullen. One of the things that has been evident in this 
review and certainly even in Congressional testimony for former 
members of the military and indeed serving foreign service officers 
is the, that you see is the frustration with the inability to deliver 
that night. And I think it’s universal. And I can see it in the, along 
the lines of questioning. And I understand that. 

I led a force for many years. No one I ever knew in that force 
that wouldn’t give their life to try to save those four individuals. 
And including myself. So that every — which is one of the reasons 
I paid so much attention to what could have happened that night 
from a military standpoint and looked at it as I indicated twice. 

There really was a time distance physics problem that would 
have prevented us from getting there for what seems to be an ex- 
traordinary amount of time. But as I indicated earlier in particular 
with the F-16s, for example, there are very real requirements in 
order to do that, not even getting to the point of how do you miti- 
gate the risk. And believe me, the military’s willing to go into high- 
risk places. It just wasn’t going to happen in time. 

What is, to some degree, a little bit ironic in all of this, is at the 
compound, we lost two great heroes and we talked tonight, or today 
about the fact that they weren’t very well armed, that the security 
posture wasn’t there at all, as it should be, and I think rightfully 
so, have criticized that. At the other compound, we actually had a 
compound that was incredibly well armed, incredibly well defended 
and yet somehow back to this mortar fire in the middle of the night 
we lost two people which speaks to the challenge that you have cre- 
ating security in every circumstance, and those two heroes again 
were individuals had come from a force that I know well. So there 
is no one I know in the military that didn’t do that night all they 
could and wouldn’t do all they could to save those people. 
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Ms. Duckworth. Admiral, thank you. Can you say that the mili- 
tary has learned some valuable lessons from that day and is doing 
a better job now of considering what we should do in the future in 
terms of our force posture? 

Admiral Mullen. Again, my — as far as posture is concerned, I 
know that the forces have been repostured, specifically in that part 
of the world, although I don’t know the details and that was a les- 
son that was learned and put in place immediately after it hap- 
pened. 

Ms. Duckworth. Thank you very much. And again, thank you 
for your many decades of service. 

Chairman ISSA. If the gentlelady would allow me a very quick 
follow up on what exactly what you’re doing. 

Admiral, you’re aware of the commandant’s initiative in 
Sigonella and its response capability, are you not? 

Admiral Mullen. Yes, sir, I am. 

Chairman IssA. And that would be an example of a direct re- 
sponse where the Marines have taken existing assets, repositioned 
them for a very different response. 

Admiral Mullen. Yes, but — not but, to what was discussed ear- 
lier, particularly with the CR, I have probably too much expertise 
and history in the budget and programming world that under, 
there are some new initiatives coming, at least recommended, and 
at least as best I can recall, you can’t start new programs under 
a CR. 

So, for instance, the additional force that the Marine Corps is 
asking for to create an expanded security force at embassies 
around the world that has to be funded, and it’s got to be funded 
pretty quickly given the risks that are out there. I don’t know if 
you can do that in a CR, somehow make exception because of the 
priority of that. 

Chairman IsSA. I do know that Chairman McKeon has every in- 
tention of trying to make sure there is a regular order where some 
of these things can be done, and I appreciate it Admiral. 

And with that, we go to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Meehan. 

Mr. Meehan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And Admiral, I want to thank you for your distinguished leader- 
ship of our military, and Ambassador Pickering, I want to thank 
you for your long and distinguished career in the best boat and tra- 
dition of a Joshua Chamberlain, but I also have responsibility here, 
and it’s in that capacity of oversight that I ask you questions. 

And I’ll begin my questioning with the legal premise that under 
the Inman principles it is such an important idea that any vari- 
ation from the security requirements under Inman require the di- 
rect nondelegable commitment by the Secretary, him or herself be- 
fore it can be changed. Now I realize we are not in an Inman type 
of circumstance, what we are, in fact, is a different circumstance, 
but your findings, the board that said the key driver behind the 
weak security platform was the decisions to treat the Benghazi as 
a temporary residential facility, even though it was a full-time of- 
fice facility. Is it not correct that Under Secretary Kennedy made 
that decision? 
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Ambassador Pickering. Yes, he made the decision to continue 
for a year the facility that then existed at Benghazi. I don’t know 
who made any decisions in the course of the transformation be- 
tween April, 2010 and December, 2012 from a residence to an office 
and residence to another building. 

Mr. Meehan. Let me ask at the time that decision was made, 
was it in conformance with what we call the overseas security pol- 
icy board standards? 

Ambassador Pickering. It was not. 

Mr. Meehan. In fact, your findings were 

Ambassador Pickering. The building did not meet those stand- 
ards. 

Mr. Meehan. That the comprehensive upgrade, the risk mitiga- 
tion plan did not exist, there wasn’t a comprehensive security re- 
view conducted by Washington for Benghazi in 2012, that that de- 
cision was a flawed process, the decision did not take security con- 
siderations adequately into place. And Ambassador Pickering, did 
you interview Mr. Kennedy? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, we interviewed Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Meehan. Did you interview Mr. Kennedy? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Meehan. Did you keep a transcript of that interview? 

Ambassador Pickering. We have a record of that interview. 

Mr. Meehan. You have a record of that interview. What is the 
record of that interview? Is that notes? 

Ambassador Pickering. I’m sorry? 

Mr. Meehan. Is that notes? What is the record of that inter- 
view — 

Ambassador Pickering. The record of that interview is notes. 

Mr. Meehan. Do you expect that that record will be shared with 
Congress? 

Ambassador Pickering. That’s obviously a question that we’ve 
discussed here many times. In my view, it is a longstanding issue 
between the executive branch and Congress into which I will not 
get. 

Mr. Meehan. Now when he — when you asked him questions 
about this, what were his responses when you asked him about the 
failure to have a risk mitigation plan or any comprehensive secu- 
rity views and all of those others things which you identified when 
you asked him those questions what were his responses? 

Ambassador Pickering. The simple answer was he was making, 
according to his testimony, a decision to continue to occupy the real 
estate. The responsibilities for providing adequate security rested 
with the Bureau of diplomatic security. 

Mr. Meehan. Now do you really believe that his responsibility is 
only to make a real estate decision and he is placing this down on 
people below him? 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe that he believed that’s the deci- 
sion he 

Mr. Meehan. Well you’re the person who is asking him the ques- 
tions. If he believed — I just cited the fact that even the slightest 
change on the Inman principles has a direct turnover, I mean, the 
direct requirement of the Secretary of State herself. 
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Ambassador Pickering. The Under Secretary for Management 
and the Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security have different 
roles and missions. The Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security 
is responsible for providing the security. 

Mr. Meehan. May I ask, you said that he believed, but do you 
believe that he had a responsibility to look into those factors? 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe that the Assistant Secretary 
For Diplomatic Security had that responsibility. 

Mr. Meehan. What was his responsibility then with respect to 
all of these kinds of shortcomings? 

Ambassador Pickering. To provide the personnel and the secu- 
rity — 

Mr. Meehan. But the security was not there. It was not being 
provided. 

Ambassador Pickering. We found that individual at fault for not 
having done so, Mr. Meehan. 

Chairman IssA. Would the gentleman yield for just a second. To 
make the record clear, the Under Secretary was in place the year 
before and the year before and the year before, so the decision to 
rent that facility in Benghazi was made under the Under Secretary 
and the diplomatic security head held accountable reports to the 
under secretary. So why is this merry-go-round between you and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania as to whether the Under Sec- 
retary had all the authority in front of him, but rather wants to 
blame the diplomatic security head who reports to him? 

Mr. Meehan. Well, may I continue? 

Chairman IssA. Please. 

Mr. Meehan. I want to continue my line of questioning here in 
particular, because this is the testimony yesterday of Mr. Kennedy 
before the Foreign Relations Committee. With respect, this is his 
words, every day we review the threat levels at all the posts of the 
world. We reach a point where we believe that the mitigation tools 
that are available to us cannot lower the threat level down, then 
we close the posts. 

He cites an example. We were in Damascus several years ago, 
and I concluded that given the situation on the ground of Damas- 
cus we could not longer mitigate the risks sufficiently. I went to the 
Secretary of State, and she instantaneously gave me approval to 
suspend operations in Damascus and pull our people out. 

When you asked him what conversations he had with the Sec- 
retary of State with regard to the security at Benghazi, what did 
he tell you? 

Ambassador Pickering. We did not ask him what conversations 
he had with respect to the Secretary of State 

Mr. Meehan. Why not? 

Ambassador Pickering. — in Benghazi. Because we knew and 
understood that the decision making with respect to Benghazi took 
place at the level of the Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Secu- 
rity — 

Mr. Meehan. But he just said here in Syria in a parallel situa- 
tion, he consulted with the Secretary of State with regard to this. 
Not only did he make decisions as you said not just about real es- 
tate, but this is his testimony yesterday that he was the one that 
was making decisions with regard to the points where we believe 
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mitigation tools aren’t effective. And this was, he was assuming 
this responsibly. He was using this as his shield that this was, I 
wanted to demonstrate the things that I have done effectively in 
the past and therefore, don’t hold me accountable. 

So I am asking why he is not being held to the same degree of 
responsibility in a place in which you identify yourself that the se- 
curity reviews were so deficient in so many ways? 

Ambassador Pickering. Because again, we believed after looking 
at this, the initial decisions were made in the Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security and reviewed there 

Mr. Meehan. But he is the one who made the initial decisions. 
It moves up. He is the one that is responsible. He made the deci- 
sion. 

Ambassador Pickering. Not if there is not a dispute about pro- 
viding the resources necessary to do this. 

Mr. Meehan. But Ambassador Pickering, you identified 19 sepa- 
rate circumstances of aspects in which there were threats and 
other kinds of very serious things and he said he monitors it every 
day. Now what is the discrepancy? 

Why wouldn’t that be in his attention? Why would this not be 
brought to the attention where he makes a decision or as he says, 
he discusses with the Secretary of State the circumstances of that, 
of Benghazi? 

Ambassador Pickering. Because we believed that responsibility 
was lodged in the Assistant Secretary For Diplomatic Security. And 
it was very clear that’s where the decisions were made and were 
not made. 

Mr. Meehan. But the decision to continue is — I struggle to un- 
derstand why you’re saying it’s down there when he himself says 
he has these responsibilities and conducts these kinds of things 
every day. 

Ambassador Pickering. I can only tell you that our full examina- 
tion of this located the decision making there, under the review of 
the decision making. 

Mr. Meehan. I thank you. Ambassador. But I certainly question 
the conclusion. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman for his line of questioning. 
And we now go to the gentlelady from the District of Columbia, Ms. 
Norton. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I want 
to apologize I had a markup and was not able to hear all the wit- 
ness testimony. But I understand the question I have had and I 
think had hung over this entire matter has not been asked, and 
therefore I’d like to use this opportunity to clarify to get you. Admi- 
ral Mullen, and Ambassador Pickering to clarify Secretary Clin- 
ton’s role. 

You certainly did very extensive interviewing, according to your 
report, over 100 witnesses, thousands of pages, and of course, the 
Secretary was not interviewed, and that is why I think this has to 
be clarified. 

The majority has used, in every way they can, the presence of 
Hillary Clinton to somehow point to an elevator that links up with 
her reading a report? For example, in an earlier hearing, they 
pointed out that she signed the cable. And the truth came out to 
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the staff that’s on every cable of the Secretary. So we take evei^- 
thing now with a grain of salt. But this is an opportunity to clarify 
this issue. 

We recognize, or at least I recognize, that not every important 
matter, even one as important as this, will necessarily involve an 
agency head. But again, her name has been raised over and over 
again. 

So I have to ask you, if you received any evidence that led you 
to believe that the Secretary should be interviewed, or what did, 
what is it about your investigation that led you to believe that she 
should not be interviewed although apparently her name does ap- 
pear in the report a fair number of times? 

Ambassador Pickering. I think your statement and the question 
is essentially what we found, no evidence to believe that we had 
a need to interview the Secretary of State. 

Ms. Norton. And why was that? 

Ambassador Pickering. Because we found, as I just discussed, 
that the decision making with respect to the security issues were 
made at lower levels in which we found responsibility. 

Ms. Norton. Now are these levels, let me ask Admiral Mullen, 
are these security matters, matters that you would not expect to 
go to the agency head but to be resolved by security? 

Ambassador Pickering. Maybe since I have experience in the 
State Department, I can answer that question and the answer to 
that question is no, we would not expect those normally to go to 
the agency head. 

Admiral Mullen. If I could just pick up on this, and maybe it 
is a concern that was expressed over here, for agency heads and 
people that operate at that level, including Mr. Kennedy, quite 
frankly, they have global responsibilities, and so that, first of all, 
what we found in execution was this, the decisions with respect to 
security were delegated. And I think you would, and certainly Sec- 
retary Clinton has said she held herself responsible in her own tes- 
timony. But when you are running a big organization, you delegate 
that and then you have principals who work for you that you ex- 
pect to raise issues of concern against whatever the guidance is or 
in accordance with whatever guidance, when something happens. 

And we found that guidance to and expertise and responsibility 
resident in the Assistant Secretary for Security. 

So in my view, it was his responsibility to raise these issues up 
the chain of command. And, in fact, the opposite was going on. 

His immediate deputy, Ms. Lamb, held all these decisions very, 
very closely. And in fact, the, per the direction from the statute 
itself, which directs us at the level decisions were being made, 
that’s where we were. Just to reinforce what Ambassador Pickering 
said, we found no evidence, no lines to Kennedy or above with re- 
spect to these decisions that got made with respect to Benghazi 
that resulted in the outcome. 

Ms. Norton. And you were very critical in the report of how 
these decisions were kept and made? 

Admiral Mullen. Exactly. 

Ms. Norton. And I think it is very important. When you call out 
the name of an official simply because she was present, and in this 
case, the head of the agency to lay on the record what evidence 
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there was that she knew about this matter, and here we find that 
she not only didn’t know, but there was an effort to make sure that 
these security matters were kept where they were. 

Now, when you consider that you’re dealing with security mat- 
ters, even if you have very broad experience, that is a sphere unto 
itself, I don’t expect that normally an agency head would second- 
guess a security official without the same kind of expertise. I do ac- 
cept your admonition and your criticism of the failure to go up the 
chain of command. I think you were very forthright on that. But 
having found that failure, it does seem to me to be unfair and the 
extremes to, therefore, hold the official who had no knowledge, and 
from whom knowledge was kept, responsible for the tragedy. 

Chairman IssA. Would the gentlelady yield? 

Ms. Norton. Always glad to yield to the chairman. 

Chairman IsSA. I think there is a good point. I don’t think you 
were here earlier when we got into this. We had made it clear that 
the ARBs inability to deal with policy decisions and other areas 
outside their jurisdiction, if you will, which include, for example, 
the Secretary of State’s obvious policy decision on normalization, 
policy decision that was in progress, one of the reasons that we had 
heard testimony that the Ambassador was in Benghazi was be- 
cause of the desire by the Secretary to put a permanent mission 
there. 

Now, we’ve never said and I hope none of our reports will ever 
say that she made a decision to cut security at the consulate. But, 
you know, part of the challenge here today in the earlier testimony 
is that the ARB, as currently structured, has a lot of limitations 
as to what they can do, including the four people they rec- 
ommended for adverse action, all of whom are back on the job with- 
out losing a day’s pay. 

Ms. Norton. Yeah, but that leaves the Secretary’s name mud- 
died frankly by this committee. And it just seems to me that we 
ought to lay to rest that matter never came to her, should have 
perhaps, don’t know, but certainly never came to her. It’s almost, 
Mr. Chairman, like the, an earlier and terribly great tragedy when 
there was a killing, and of course, the committee sought to go to 
the Attorney General. I do believe in accountability at the top. 

Chairman IsSA. The gentlewoman may remember he was held in 
contempt for withholding information on lying to Congress that oc- 
curred under his watch. 

With that, the gentlelady’s time is expired. We go to Mr. Gowdy. 

Ms. Norton. I do remember that was one of the most controver- 
sial, if not the most controversial decision of this committee. 

Chairman IsSA. It wasn’t controversial from this side of the dais. 

Ms. Norton. That’s right. That’s all that can be said for that. 

Chairman IsSA. Mr. Gowdy. 

Mr. Gowdy. Admiral Mullen, I thank you and the other wit- 
nesses for your service. I understand you did an interview of Sec- 
retary Clinton. Did you submit written questions to her for her re- 
sponse? 

Admiral Mullen. We did not. 

Mr. Gowdy. Was Secretary Clinton aware of the attacks on 
Western targets in Benghazi leading up to September 11, 2012? 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe our information 
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Mr. Gowdy. I’m asking Admiral Mullen. 

Admiral Mullen. I think she was. 

Mr. Gowdy. She was aware of the attacks on Western targets? 
Was she aware that the British ambassador was almost assas- 
sinated in Benghazi in the weeks and months leading up to Sep- 
tember 11, 2012? 

Admiral Mullen. I can’t be positive but I think she was. 

Mr. Gowdy. Was she aware of the requests for additional secu- 
rity at the Benghazi facility? 

Admiral Mullen. I would say no. 

Mr. Gowdy. Was she aware of a specific request from the Ambas- 
sador himself for improved security at that facility? 

Admiral Mullen. We never saw any requests from Ambassador 
Stevens to 

Mr. Gowdy. That wasn’t my question. Was she aware of it? 

Admiral Mullen. We never saw anything that indicated Ambas- 
sador Stevens asked for significant upgrade at the facility. 

Mr. Gowdy. There has been testimony that he has. My question 
was was she aware of that? Was the Secretary of State aware of 
it? 

Admiral Mullen. I don’t know the answer to that. 

Mr. Gowdy. And here is what I found confounding about that. 
The 1998 ARB, you start your ARB with a quote from a Spanish 
American philosopher about history and those who don’t study it 
are doomed to repeat it. And I found that interesting because the 
1998 ARB recommended this, the Secretary of State should person- 
ally review the security of embassies and other official premises, 
closing those which are highly vulnerable and threatened. 

The Secretary of State, that was the specific recommendation 
from history. So you can understand, with all due respect to my 
colleagues who don’t want to mention the Secretary of State’s 
name, you can understand my question, did she personally review 
the security at Benghazi? 

Admiral Mullen. I don’t know the — not — all the evidence that 
we saw indicated no, but I don’t know the answer to that. 

Mr. Gowdy. Did she personally consider closing the facility in 
Benghazi, again, given the fact that a panel exactly like the one 
you cochaired recommended, recommended the Secretary of State 
personally review it? My question to you is did she? 

Admiral Mullen. I’m not aware that she did. 

Mr. Gowdy. So there was no evidence despite a previous rec- 
ommendation from an ARB just like yours, because what our col- 
leagues on the other side say is let’s don’t study the past, let’s just 
look forward. You’ve made recommendations, all is going to be well 
now, all 30 of them will be implemented, and my point is we had 
this recommendation. We had it in 1998, that the Secretary of 
State herself review the facilities and consider closing them if they 
are not safe. 

Admiral Mullen. I think one of the, and I think we have pulled 
people out where it wasn’t safe over the course of those years. 

Mr. Gowdy. But my question. Admiral, is you never interviewed 
the Secretary of State about whether she, whether she accepted 
and performed a responsibility given to her by a previous account- 
ability review board. 
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Admiral Mullen. Part of our writ was to look at previous ac- 
countability review boards. We certainly commented on that, those 
that had not been implemented. But it was not to test each rec- 
ommendation against those who were in positions in the current 
administration. 

Mr. Gowdy. I want to read you a quote, and I want to ask you 
if know the author of that quote, okay? “The independent account- 
ability review board is already hard at work looking at everything, 
not cherry-picking one story here or one document there, but look- 
ing at everything.” Do you know who the author of that quote was? 

Secretary Clinton. 

How could you look at everything when you don’t even bother to 
interview the person who is ultimately responsible for what hap- 
pens at the State Department? 

Admiral Mullen. I think we’ve explained that that we found no 
evidence that she was involved in the decision making and no need, 
therefore, to do that. 

Mr. Gowdy. But I just cited for you it is her responsibility ac- 
cording to an ARB just like yours from 1998, she should personally 
review it. 

Did you ask her whether she was familiar with that previous 
ARB recommendation? 

Admiral Mullen. We didn’t interview her so obviously we didn’t 
ask her. 

Mr. Gowdy. I will read you another quote. “Over the last several 
months, there was a review board headed by two distinguished 
Americans, Mike Mullen and Tom Pickering who investigated 
every element of this with this being Benghazi.” Do you know the 
author of that quote. 

Admiral Mullen. No. 

Mr. Gowdy. Barack Obama. Did you interview him and ask 
whether he made any calls to any of our allies in the region and 
said can you help us? Our guys are under attack. 

Admiral Mullen. We did not. 

Mr. Gowdy. Admiral, my colleague, Jason Chaffetz, asked you 
about Cheryl Mills and a conversation you had with her. And I 
noted two different times you said you wanted to give her a heads 
up. And make no mistake she’s the lawyer for Hillary Clinton. She 
used to counsel for the State Department. You wanted to give her 
a heads up. A heads up about what? 

Admiral Mullen. I specifically said that having interviewed 
Charlene Lamb and knowing that she was going to appear in Con- 
gress that I thought she would not, that she would be a weak wit- 
ness. 

Mr. Gowdy. Were you concerned that she would tell the truth or 
not tell the truth? When you say not be a good witness, what was 
your concern? 

Admiral Mullen. I wasn’t concerned about whether she would 
tell the truth or not. That had nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Chaffetz. [presiding.] The gentleman’s time is expired. 

Mr. Gowdy. I thought there was a practice of going 2 minutes 
over. I don’t know why I possibly could have thought that based 
on being here. 
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Mr. Cummings. I would ask that the gentleman be given another 
minute because I would like to get an answer to that question my- 
self. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. Could you answer his question? The 
last question. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Maybe you can repeat the quote. 

Mr. Gowdy. My question was a heads up about what? Were you 
concerned that she would tell the truth or not tell the truth? 

Admiral Mullen. No. That had nothing to do with it. I would 
never question the integrity of Charlene Lamb. 

Mr. Gowdy. Did you think she was just not going to be an effec- 
tive witness? 

Mr. Cummings. Would the gentleman just let him answer? 

Mr. Gowdy. I’m trying to help him. 

Mr. Cummings. He’s been around 40 years in the military, so he 
knows how to answer questions. 

Admiral Mullen. I explained before, Mr. Gowdy, I had run de- 
partments, I had dealt with witnesses who came to Congress and 
representing the departments that I was in as best we possibly 
could. The intention of the heads up was to just having sat down 
with Lamb, it was the first time I had met her in our interview, 
that I thought there could be better witnesses to represent the De- 
partment. It had nothing to do with the ARB. 

Mr. Gowdy. Better witnesses from what standpoint? 

Admiral Mullen. At that time and place, with respect to the 
events which had occurred in Benghazi. 

Mr. Gowdy. Admiral, wasn’t she a fact witness? I mean, the facts 
pick the witnesses. I mean the State Department doesn’t pick wit- 
nesses. The facts pick the witnesses. She was a fact witness, right? 

Admiral Mullen. Right. 

Mr. Gowdy. So whether she is good or bad is immaterial. She is 
a fact witness. 

Admiral Mullen. Again, I approach it from a standpoint of hav- 
ing run a department and many times working to have the Depart- 
ment represented as best as we possibly could. That was it. 

Mr. Gowdy. Well, in conclusion. Admiral, let me just say from 
my previous life, I well understand having bad witnesses. I’ve had 
plenty of cases where I wish I could have picked them, but I 
couldn’t. She was a fact witness. The fact that she was not going 
to be a good fact witness for the State Department to me is imma- 
terial. She’s a fact witness. 

Mr. Cummings. Will the gentleman yield 1 minute the time that 
neither one of us have. But just one thing. Will the gentleman yield 
real quick? 

Mr. Gowdy. Sure. 

Mr. Cummings. This is the question, and the reason why I want 
to hear your answer is this, as I listen to you, this has nothing to 
do with honesty and integrity with regard to what the witness was 
saying. 

Admiral Mullen. No. 

Mr. Cummings. Nothing like that. 

Admiral Mullen. No. 
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Mr. Cummings. So what did it have to do with? In other words, 
if somebody, for example, somebody who may not know the facts, 
may not understand? 

Admiral Mullen. I take Mr. Gowdy’s point. She certainly was a 
fact witness. It was, from my perspective, a judgment that she 
hadn’t done this before. Obviously this was a terribly important 
issue, and to be able to represent that, particularly early in the 
process, I thought was very important and that was the sole rea- 
son. 

Mr. Cummings. I take it that you wanted the best information 
to come to the ARB? 

Admiral Mullen. Sure — to the Congress. To the Congress. This 
had nothing to do with the ARB. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 

Mr. Gowdy. I yield back. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Thank you. 

I will now recognize the gentlewoman from New York, Mrs. 
Maloney from New York, for a very generous 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Maloney. Thank you. First of all, I would like to thank the 
chairman and the ranking member for assembling such a distin- 
guished panel. I particularly want to publicly acknowledge the self- 
less and distinguished careers of Admiral Mullen and Ambassador 
Pickering, both of whom have served Republicans and Democratic 
Presidents and have taken on some of the most challenging and 
difficult problems and obstacles that our country has faced. 

So I want to publicly thank them for their public service and 
their selfless public service. And I respect your work, and I wish 
all of my colleagues would likewise respect everything that you 
have done for our country. 

I must say, as the former chair of the women’s caucus. I’m par- 
ticularly sensitive of any efforts to roll back gains for women or any 
attacks on women. And I find the attacks unusual and consistent 
against the former Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton. Although 
the ARB report, which I thought was excellent and there has been 
little mention of the many fine recommendations that you came for- 
ward with to improve the safety of our embassies and our people 
overseas, and I thank you for that. I understand the State Depart- 
ment has started to implement many of them. 

But in your statement I believe. Admiral Mullen, you stated, and 
I quote from you, there was no official, including the Secretary of 
State, whose involvement was not reviewed extensively, and do you 
stand by that statement? 

Admiral Mullen. I do. 

Mrs. Maloney. And I found the report that was issued this week 
by my colleagues on the other side of the aisle a very partisan staff 
report on its separate investigation of Benghazi, I found it very 
partisan because even though you say she had no participation and 
all evidence shows that, it mentions the former Secretary of State 
25 times, 25 times, and not once does the staff report identify any 
evidence whatsoever to indicate that the former Secretary of State 
played any role in security-related decisions about the Benghazi 
special mission compound. And I compliment you for focusing on 
positives of how we can move forward to make our country safer 
and better in many ways. 
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I would like to also point out that there were personal attacks 
on national television stating that the former Secretary of State 
lied under oath when she testified before Congress that she did not 
personally approve of security reductions in Libya. And as proof, 
the Republicans produced a cable that had her stamped signature 
on it. So I would like to ask you, Ambassador Pickering, since you 
have spent a majority of your years in the State Department and 
serving our country many times overseas, do you believe that be- 
cause the Department stamps the Secretary’s name on this cable 
that she personally approved it? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. All cables sent out by the State De- 
partment are stamped with the Secretary’s name. 

Mrs. Maloney. And how many cables a year are sent out would 
you say? 

Ambassador Pickering. I thought the last estimate was 1.4 mil- 
lion. 

Mrs. Maloney. So that would not say that. And what does the 
State Department manual say about this? 

Ambassador Pickering. I think it says that all cables should be 
stamped with the Secretary’s name. In the past, they used to 
stamp with the Acting Secretary’s name. That was changed under 
Secretary Powell. Wherever the Secretary is, she is still Secretary 
and her name still goes on the cables. 

Mrs. Maloney. Could you mention for the panel the four top rec- 
ommendations, in your opinion, of the ARB to make our personnel 
and our professionals and our public servants safer overseas? 

Ambassador Pickering. This is hard with 24 in classified and 29 
recommendations. I would center a couple of thoughts on a number 
that I mentioned in my oral testimony a minute ago; one the notion 
that we should carry out the Nairobi Dar El Salaam construction 
program recommended by Admiral Crowe 10, 12 years ago which 
has dwindled away through inflation, through reductions in budg- 
etary support. 

I think those kinds of issues still are very, very important. 

I would like to say as well, that I think among the others, and 
I have highlighted them and if I can, I will just give you a sense 
of what those might be, that we need better risk management as- 
sessments and we laid out some criteria, and Mr. Sullivan’s report 
I think produced clear evidence that there were better ways to do 
that in the State Department. 

My sense is that we can improve intelligence performance, and 
we suggested a number of ways that we could do that. And I think 
on the question of personal accountability which has figured here 
very heavily, I believe we made recommendations that were impor- 
tant with regard to that. And my hope is that the State Depart- 
ment will carry those out. There have been discussions here about 
that. They go beyond where the ARB is, but our recommendation, 
as you know, is two be separated from their jobs and two others 
be reviewed for deficiencies and performance. 

Mrs. Maloney. My time has expired. Thank you. 

Mr. Chafeetz. Thank you. We will now recognize the gentleman 
from Kentucky, Mr. Massie, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Massie. Thank you. Chairman. I thank the witnesses for 
coming today. 
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The brevity as well as the incongruity of statements in the ARBs 
report begs the question, what was Ambassador Stevens doing in 
Benghazi? And I apologize for asking this, but it begs to be asked. 
So let me read a statement from the report. The board found that 
Ambassador Stevens made the decision to travel to Benghazi inde- 
pendently of Washington. 

Now let me read you the testimony of Mr. Hicks when he was 
here in front of this very committee. I asked him, did you tell the 
accountability review board about Secretary Clinton’s interest in 
establishing a permanent presence in Benghazi because ostensibly 
wasn’t that the reason the Ambassador was going to Benghazi? Mr. 
Hicks said this. Yes, I did tell the accountability review board that 
Secretary Clinton wanted the post made permanent. Ambassador 
Pickering looked surprised. He looked both ways to the members 
of the board saying, does the seventh floor know about this? And 
another factor, Hicks went on to say, was our understanding that 
Secretary Clinton intended to visit Tripoli in December. I asked 
him, so Pickering was surprised that this was Ambassador Stevens’ 
mission to establish a permanent facility there. Is that your im- 
pression? He said yes. 

Were you surprised by his statement? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. I was surprised by the fact that this 
was a new item of information to us and I wondered how ramified 
it was understood. Secondly, I made in my deposition a series of 
statements about the numerous reasons why Ambassador Stevens 
went. 

Mr. Massie. I’m short on time. So why wasn’t that included in 
the ARB report, that Secretary Clinton had directed him to go 
there? 

Ambassador Pickering. She had not, to the best of my knowl- 
edge, directed him to go there. 

Mr. Massie. So you disagree with his testimony in front of your 
board? 

Ambassador Pickering. I agree that what he had to say was an 
indication of what the Secretary hoped for. 

Mr. Massie. Let me go on 

Ambassador Pickering. I don’t think it was a direction from her 
to go to Benghazi. 

Mr. Massie. I have very little time. So, I think we all agree that 
any investigation should include a comprehensive list of survivors 
and witnesses. 

Did you or do you, possess a list of survivors and witnesses, 
present or observing during the attack in Benghazi? 

Ambassador Pickering. It’s in the classified report, all of those 
people we interviewed. 

Mr. Massie. Can that report be made available to all the mem- 
bers here? 

Ambassador Pickering. It is made available to all the members 
here. 

Mr. Massie. Are you at liberty to say how many of those wit- 
nesses or survivors were CIA operatives? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. 

Mr. Massie. Can you say if any of them were. 

Ambassador Pickering. No. 
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Mr. Massie. You said you had unfettered access to State Depart- 
ment employees. Does that also include the CIA employees? 

Ambassador Pickering. I am not going to go there because that 
gets us into classified issues. 

Mr. Massie. Okay. How many people were evacuated from 
Benghazi immediately following the attacks? You mentioned an 
airplane that took people out of there. 

Ambassador Pickering. There were two aircraft. I think the first 
one evacuated 12 , and the remainder, and I think that may have 
been up to another two dozen or so, came on a second aircraft. 

Mr. Massie. So maybe 36 people? 

Ambassador Pickering. Something in that neighborhood, but 
that is just a very rough estimate, Mr. Massie. 

Mr. Massie. How many of those were State Department employ- 
ees, and how many were military? 

Ambassador Pickering. I can’t tell you that exactly. I can tell 
you that there were, I think, five security officers from the State 
Department who were evacuated. 

Mr. Massie. Okay. Do you have a comprehensive inventory of 
U.S. weapons or small arms that were there or at the annex before 
and after the attack? 

Ambassador Pickering. I do not have such an inventory. 

Mr. Massie. Is it true that after the attack, those facilities were 
left unsecured for quite sometime? 

Ambassador Pickering. They were, but I believe the weapons 
and some or most of the security material from the State Depart- 
ment facility was evacuated. 

Mr. Massie. Can you give us a list of what was evacuated? 

Ambassador Pickering. I can’t, but I am sure the State Depart- 
ment could. 

Mr. Massie. Okay. And I have to ask this question because the 
public wants to know this. Are you aware of any arms that, not by 
accident but by intention, were being transferred to Turkey or 
Syria from Libya? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. 

Mr. Massie. Can you give us — can you make any statements or 
give us confidence that that was not occurring? 

Ambassador Pickering. I am just not aware of it. I think that 
I have to say I looked into it, and I am not aware of it. 

Mr. Massie. Okay. Thank you, I yield back. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Thank the gentleman. 

Now recognize the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Woodall, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Woodall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to thank everyone on the panel for your service. I am rel- 
atively new to the committee, though not as new to public service. 
We have talked a lot about unfettered access. You all had a role 
to play. I know the ARB was able to access folks in 10 weeks that 
this committee hasn’t been able to access in almost a year. So 
much of what we do in public service, for better or for worse, has 
less to do with the facts and more to do with credibility. Folks have 
unanswered questions. I always tell my constituents back home, 
there are more Congressmen in jail for the cover up than there are 
for the crime. It is that undermining of public trust. 
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I just want to ask you all because, again, you have all been en- 
trusted with these responsibilities for much longer than I. Under- 
standing a division of government here, executive, legislative, judi- 
cial, trying to serve that public trust, Mr. Keil, would you conclude 
that we could serve that public trust best if this committee could 
have access to as much information as possible and then dispose 
of this issue as quickly and thoroughly as possible? 

Mr. Keil. Yes, I do, sir. 

Mr. Woodall. Mr. Sullivan? 

Mr. Sullivan. Again, sir, I think, and I go back to what Admiral 
Mullen said, I think this is something between the committee and 
State Department. I do believe that if these are documents that 
Congress is entitled to get, then they should receive them. Again, 
I think that this is something that should be dealt with between 
the committee and the State Department. 

Mr. Woodall. And with due respect, and I very much appreciate 
that answer, I actually think it is between the American People 
and the public servants to whom they entrust the future of the re- 
public — 

Mr. Sullivan. I would agree. 

Mr. Woodall. — and that is a frustration for me, and I under- 
stand if you said 

Mr. Sullivan. I would agree with that, too, sir. 

Mr. Woodall. Admiral Mullen? 

Admiral Mullen. We have talked about this several times. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Can you help us with the microphone there, 
please? 

Admiral Mullen. Sorry. We have talked about this several 
times, and certainly I think the whole issue of how a government 
deals with, you know, this kind of situation I think I told the chair- 
man earlier, I think the oversight is absolutely critical. I have just 
dealt too much, too many times with the tension between agencies 
and Capitol Hill on what should be provided and what isn’t, and 
it’s not for me or us to decide that today or I don’t even think rec- 
ommend in terms of what is actually going on. I am not even aware 
of the documents specifically of which you speak. 

Mr. Woodall. It gives me no pleasure to disagree with a public 
servant of your caliber, but I actually 

Admiral Mullen. You wouldn’t be the first. 

Mr. Woodall. I might not be the first, but candidly, it is less 
your feelings that we ought to be able to resolve these things that 
I was interested in and more the absence of the outrage that we 
can’t deal with these things because this process is going to con- 
tinue. I asked someone the other day, I said, when do we come to 
an end of this Benghazi investigation? And the answer was, when 
we can finally get the folks who have the answers to speak with 
us. Again, you all were able to do it in 10 weeks by your calcula- 
tions. 

Ambassador, I talked to every relevant witness within 10 weeks, 
and yet we have not been able to do it in a year. And it is less 
about the powers of this committee. It is more about the duties 
that we owe the folks back home who still have unanswered ques- 
tions. I will give you an example of one of those questions. In fact, 
the gentleman sat right there in the seat that you are sitting in. 
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Admiral Pickering, it was Mr. Mark Thompson. You all may have 
dealt with Mr. Thompson professionally, but he said this when he 
was in that chair. Ambassador. He said. My biography is in the 
record. He said. We live by a code, and that code says you go after 
people when they are in peril when they are in the service of their 
country. We did not have the benefit of hindsight in the early 
hours, and those people who are in peril in the future need to know 
that we will go and get them and we will do everything we can to 
get them out of harm’s way. And he concluded with this; he said. 
That night unfolded in ways that no one could have predicted when 
it first started, and it is my strong belief then as it is now that we 
needed to demonstrate that resolve, even if we still had the same 
outcome. Admiral Mullen, earlier in your testimony, you talked 
about how we were unable to get to Benghazi fast enough. You 
talked about bombs on the racks, munitions on the racks of aircraft 
at the ready. 

Admiral Mullen. I used that as an example. The aircraft weren’t 
at the ready, and what General Dempsey testified to, and I have 
today certainly and in previous transcription of my statements, we 
just couldn’t get there fast enough. I do resonate completely with 
what Mr. Thompson said, and every military individual to their 
core feels the same way, and that is, to the best of the military’s 
ability that night, that is what happened. I looked at every asset, 
every possibility. It wouldn’t, couldn’t get there in time. 

Mr. Woodall. In retrospect, it couldn’t get there in time. I think 
the question so many folks back home have on behalf of so many 
families is, “Can we see the fuel being driven to the runway? Can 
we see the pilots getting out of bed, can we see the teams being 
scrambled?” Yes, we have seen some of that, folks arriving the next 
day, but this is every bit as much about what happens in the fu- 
ture as it was what happened in the past, if not more so, and 
again, I thank you all for your great public service. 

Mr. Chaffetz. The gentleman yields back. 

We will now recognize the gentlewoman for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Lujan Grisham. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

And in the spirit of continuing this conversation, I yield back to 
Ranking Member Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

I just ask, Mr. Chairman, that I be given the extra minute that 
Mr. Woodall also had, please. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Cummings. Ambassador Pickering, sometimes I don’t think 
that the public understands that the State Department is often 
serving in places that don’t offer a lot of options when it comes to 
facilities. Let me read to you what the executive director of the Bu- 
reau of Near Eastern Affairs told the committee in his interview 
about how the United States ultimately selected the special mis- 
sion compound in Benghazi for use as a military facility. He said 
this: The villas were the only things that were available at the 
time that even met minimal standards. Remember, Chris Stevens 
had just gotten off a ferry with cars. He had gone back into a hotel. 
There had been a bomb that went off. We had to find something 
and something quick, and I mean the Department as a whole had 
to find something. 



84 


Here is the challenge. In the case of Benghazi, you had some 
very smart people, including Ambassador Stevens, advising the 
United States Government that we should be in Benghazi, but it 
sounds like there were not many good options available. Even the 
hotel where they first tried to locate came under risk of being 
bombed. 

Ambassador Pickering, isn’t it the case that, in many parts of the 
world. State Department officials don’t have the best of choices 
from which to operate a diplomatic post? 

Ambassador Pickering. That is true, Mr. Cummings. On the 
other hand, we are speaking about April 2010 more or less, and the 
problem with Benghazi was that there was time to make change 
and improvements, and we found people at fault for not having 
taken that time to do the job. 

Mr. Cummings. And whose responsibility was that? 

Ambassador Pickering. We believed it was principally in the Bu- 
reau of Diplomatic Security, which is charged with oversight and 
implementation of State Department security. 

Mr. Cummings. Ambassador Pickering, I am gathering that we 
don’t want to lock up our people in fortresses, and Ambassador Ste- 
vens, who was so loved and appreciated by the people, understood 
that. Can you tell us in practical terms how your recommendations 
will help the State Department going forward strike a balance be- 
tween important policy imperatives and the fact that there are not 
always a lot of good choices from which to operate? 

Ambassador Pickering. Because, sir, it takes or tries to take 
into account the special disadvantages that you have mentioned in 
location, in changing threat situations, and in risk management, 
and it sees that as a dynamic where not every day can you wander 
the bazaars, but when you can you should know about it and un- 
derstand the risks that you are taking. It also means that different 
locations in cities have different requirements for security. Cars are 
different than residences, are different than safe havens. And so it 
provides graduated levels, if I could put it this way, of safety and 
security over a period of time to individuals who might be in dan- 
ger. Hopefully, the situation will be in the main the kind of situa- 
tion that Chris Stevens really was able in a maximum way to take 
advantage of, but at the same time, it would also be, we hope, the 
kind of situation that would prevent the death of a Chris Stevens 
in times when the threat level had increased and the security 
would be adequate to deal with that, and so it is not all Inman 
buildings, but for most places, it is nice to have those as what I 
would call the security anchor for the worst times. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Sullivan, a key to this seems to be risk miti- 
gation. Can you explain how your best practices panel addressed 
this issue and explain how a department-wide risk management 
model would help? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes, sir. What we looked at was risk manage- 
ment, and what we found is that, for the most part, risk is dealt 
with either by experience or intuition, which those two things are 
extremely important. However, what we’re recommending is that 
there be a more 

Mr. Cummings. Did you say “intuition”? 



85 


Mr. Sullivan. Yes, sir. Experience, intuition, you know, and 
background. What we’re seeing is there needs to be a more formal- 
ized system. As things become, you know, more complicated out 
there as the threat becomes, you know, more severe, there needs 
to just be a more formalized risk-management model that would be 
available not just to the department, not just to DS but to the de- 
partment as a whole, you know, risk management when it comes 
to, you know, medical services, risk management when it comes to 
IT, risk management when it comes to where you’re going to put 
a building, and that would — DS would feed into this risk manage- 
ment model when it comes to, you know, what — how do you miti- 
gate the threat? You know, what is acceptable risk? What is the 
criticality of the program that you are running? How important is 
it for that program to run? You know, all of us know that nothing 
is a hundred percent certain when it comes to eliminating risk. We 
all know that the minute you step out the door, there is going to 
be risk, but what we’re getting at here is that there be a collabo- 
rative effort among everybody in the department to come up with 
the best way to manage that risk, to come up with mitigation for 
that risk and make sure we give the safest environment to our dip- 
lomats overseas in these high threat areas. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. Thank you. 

Chairman ISSA. [presiding.] We now go to the gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. Meadows. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Some have argued today that this hearing is just all about poli- 
tics, and yet I know that I made a promise to some of the family 
members that are sitting right behind you that I would do every- 
thing within my power to make sure that this never happened 
again, and to that end, there is a bill that Chairman Royce, H.R. 
1768 that looks at the ARB and modifying that, of which I with 
some of my colleagues here are a cosponsor of, and so I want to 
specifically look at a couple of things that really hopefully will keep 
us from repeating this tragedy. 

And I want to address what is now known as the Cohen memo 
that was brought forth under Secretary Madeleine Albright. It 
made some recommendations there. It made a recommendation 
that we had an under secretary for Diplomatic Security that re- 
ported directly to the Secretary. 

And Ambassador Pickering, I want to address this question to 
you, and if you would put a slide up on the screen so that we can 
know what we are talking about there, if I could ask the committee 
to do that. But in that, you were copied on a memo, that Cohen 
memo, because you were the under secretary for political affairs, 
and it talked about the issue, and I quote, “The issue of the DS,” 
or Diplomatic Security, “reporting to the Secretary of State was 
controversial with the corporate board.” 

What is the corporate board? 

Ambassador Pickering. I suppose that Under Secretary Cohen 
was referring to the group of people on the seventh floor, under 
secretaries and up, who were close to the Secretary and perhaps 
some of her personal staff, but I cannot but guess. 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. Were you a member of that corporate 
board? 
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Ambassador Pickering. From time to time, yes, but not on all 
issues. 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. So why was this controversial with that 
corporate board? 

Ambassador Pickering. I don’t know. I personally had some 

Mr. Meadows. So you would support that? 

Ambassador Pickering. — reservations about the under secretary 
proposal. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. So — ^because I think the other quote, 
and I want to quote this as well. There are strong feelings that 
there were already enough under secretaries and that the under 
secretary of management should be entrusted to make tradeoff de- 
cisions, tradeoff decisions between Diplomatic Security and admin- 
istrative functions. 

You know, when we are talking about the lives of Americans, 
tradeoff is not a good word. Would you agree with that? 

Ambassador Pickering. I agree. I believe that there is a natural 
problem in that particular question between the under secretary of 
political affairs and the under secretary for management, between 
the political imperative of staying in a post and the security imper- 
ative — 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. 

Ambassador Pickering. — of protecting it or leaving it. 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. So let’s look at this. You had an ARB that 
was extensive. So this can be to you. Ambassador, and to you. Ad- 
miral Mullen. Why was this particular issue not brought up in the 
ARB when it was clearly recommended when we had a tragedy in 
East Africa before? Why would you not have addressed this as an 
issue? 

Ambassador Pickering. We did not, in my view, believe that the 
deficiencies that we found would be cured by that problem. That 
was my personal view. 

Secondly, that that cure would not solve all issues. It would bi- 
furcate, in my view, things like the sources of 

Mr. Meadows. So having one person 

Ambassador Pickering. Responsibilities for 

Mr. Meadows. So having one person in control of Diplomatic Se- 
curity is not a good idea? 

Admiral Mullen, would you agree with that? 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe that one person in control of 
Diplomatic Security is an excellent idea at the assistant secretary 
level. 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. Admiral Mullen? 

Admiral Mullen. I have seen certainly this brought up today, 
and I’m aware that the panel recommended the same thing. I am 
not as sanguine immediately on doing this because I don’t think 
you fix it by just bureaucratically making the change. 

Mr. Meadows. Well, there may not be one fix, but indeed, it was 
recommended before, and it was thought to be a good idea, and yet 
here we are 15 years later not doing it. 

Admiral Mullen. Part of the way — part of the way we tried to 
address that was to look at previous recommendations and imple- 
mentation, and a lot has changed since 1998, so it may be the right 
answer. There are some — there are some bureaucratic issues asso- 
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ciated with this that I am not overly excited about. That doesn’t — 
what it can’t do is be put in place and not be integrated in a way 
with the rest of the State Department. 

Mr. Meadows. All right. So, for the record, today, each of you, 
are you for this or against it, this recommendation? For the record, 
I want both of you to tell me where you are on the record, and cre- 
ating an under secretary for Diplomatic Security. 

Ambassador Pickering. I am inclined against it because I think 
the problems it raises are larger than the problems it solves. 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. Admiral Mullen? 

Admiral Mullen. I am against it until I know a whole lot more 
about it. 

Mr. Meadows. Okay. I can see my time is expired, so I will yield 
back. 

Chairman ISSA. Well, before the gentleman yields back, I think 
Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Keil can speak to their view of this, and, you 
know, candidly, I will tell you, Mr. Meadows, I am actually with 
the admiral and the ambassador in that I think Under Secretary 
Kennedy had both parts of this on his watch. And it was an organi- 
zational failure to weigh the two. Maybe it didn’t come to his desk, 
but putting a separate under secretary wouldn’t have changed that. 

Mr. Sullivan? 

Mr. Sullivan. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

You know, as the panel looked at this, there were a couple of 
things that just came to mind, and even here there is debate, I be- 
lieve, as far as who is in charge of security. So, from that perspec- 
tive, we believe that by having an under secretary for security that 
would, you know, eliminate all debate, confusion about who, in fact, 
was in charge of security. 

When we look at the amount of, the breadth and scope of what 
comes under the under secretary for management, it is just pretty 
vast, and it is pretty, you know, administration, budget, visa, the 
Foreign Service Institute, the comptroller, HR, information re- 
source. We thought that was an awful lot for one secretary. You 
know, I understand the hesitation because of the — this may, you 
know, just create another bureaucratic layer, and one thing I think 
is important to understand is, you know, my background, you 
know, as director, I was a direct report to the Secretary, you know. 
We had a deputy director from the FBI and, you know, and his 
background, the deputy — the Director was a direct report to the At- 
torney General, and I think when you have that type of direct re- 
port and it is made clear to everybody, it just lets your internal, 
and external partners, for that matter, just know the importance 
of security and where security stands within an organization. But, 
again, we also understand that there are a lot of other factors that 
are involved here, and there’s a few things that need to be worked 
out, and I have talked to the current acting assistant secretary, 
Greg Starr, this is something after the report came out, he wanted 
to talk to us about in more detail. 

Chairman IsSA. Mr. Keil, anything briefly? 

Mr. Keil. Yeah, just quickly. I think when you look at our report, 
all the aspects of our report are interlinked. The under secretary 
is the linchpin. You have to go to a risk management model, pro- 
gram criticality and the other aspects of the report. It is not a 
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standalone. You don’t just create an under secretary, and it solves 
it. It is interlinked, as you read our entire report. It is all inter- 
linked. Interestingly, just one last point, the former assistant sec- 
retary for Diplomatic Security, Eric Boswell, testified before your 
staff, and it is in your committee report. He says, and it is a quote 
from your committee report, that the under secretary for manage- 
ment was making all the security decisions. That does not inte- 
grate well into a risk management model. 

Mr. Meadows. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman IssA. That was our view. 

Admiral Mullen. Mr. Chairman, could I just add one thing? 

Chairman IsSA. Of course. Admiral. 

Admiral Mullen. With this work, which I just saw recently, the 
intent of what we did in the ARB was to certainly have this but 
hope that this independent group continues over time to evaluate 
this issue so that this isn’t the last word with respect to these 
issues. 

Chairman IsSA. Well, post-9/11, I think we all know that security 
is a daily relook and not a one-time relook. 

Ambassador? 

Ambassador Pickering. I should just mention because the ques- 
tion of the previous ARB was raised. 

Secretary Albright, as a result of that recommendation, met daily 
with the assistant secretary of state for Diplomatic Security first 
thing in the morning, and that established a nexus, a chain which 
neither her — I think none of her three successors kept. I think that 
may have been an error. I think that in some ways her interest, 
and put it this way, in no more Nairobi’s and no more Dar es Sa- 
laams was an important instinct. That wouldn’t be solved nec- 
essarily by elevating the rank or denigrating the rank. It was 
solved by a process, and I think that that was a rather good proc- 
ess, and in some ways. I’m sorry it wasn’t repeated, but it wasn’t 
extended at the time we looked at the ARB. 

Chairman IsSA. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

And thank you, gentlemen. 

Ambassador Pickering, in your deposition you said that no other 
ARB was so extensive and far-reaching in its findings of personal 
responsibility or personal accountability or made such far-reaching 
recommendations at such high levels in the State Department. Is 
that correct? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, I believe it is, sir. 

Mr. Davis. You further said that you were able to arrive at that 
conclusion because you had your staff review all of the other ARBs 
that were reported on to compare how they did their work and 
what they reported. Is that true? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, sir, that’s particularly germane to 
the level and degree of accountability which I believe we assessed. 

Mr. Davis. Then can you explain how your review of previous 
ARBs led you to conclude that your ARB was one of the most com- 
prehensive and far-reaching? 

Ambassador Pickering. We reviewed the level at which they 
fixed responsibility when they did and the degree to which they 
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discussed that responsibility and the actions that they did rec- 
ommend or did not recommend with respect to the people involved 
in those ARBs as a comparator against which to judge what we 
were recommending. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador. 

I also understand that a principal reason for doing the review of 
recommendations is that you felt that previous ARBs had made 
good recommendations but that the State Department sometimes 
fell short in implementing them. Is that correct? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, we did, and that is correct. 

Mr. Davis. Then could you tell us what steps that you took with 
this ARB to ensure that the 29 recommendations you made would, 
in fact, be implemented? 

Ambassador Pickering. We re-recommended at least one prin- 
cipal unfilled recommendation of a previous ARB which we felt was 
very germane to our ongoing security posture. That is a construc- 
tion recommendation involving large amounts of money. We tried 
to carry that message, Mr. Davis, by starting each chapter of the 
ARB with a recollection of past recommendations which we believe 
hadn’t been heeded, needed to be reheeded or needed to be reintro- 
duced. 

Mr. Davis. Then have you been able to follow your recommenda- 
tions and see how they are being implemented, and if so, what 
have you found? 

Ambassador Pickering. Only in the press, and so far what we 
have seen has shown department action in that regard, but I can- 
not say that that is a satisfactory method of review. It was not in 
our mandate. 

Mr. Davis. One senior State Department official interviewed by 
the committee said that, while serving in Libya, he saw evidence 
that the ARB recommendations were being implemented. He said; 
“when I was charge in Tripoli for 6 months, for example, there was 
a huge number of security upgrades that are underway. Many of 
them, you know, attributable either directly or indirectly to ARB.” 

Are you encouraged by this comment? 

Ambassador Pickering. I saw that in the report. I am encour- 
aged by the comment, but we know that, in fact, the first year after 
the ARB is a time of intense activity, and I worry whether, in fact, 
this is going to be continued, whether some of the heavy lifting be- 
tween this branch of government and the executive branch for ad- 
ditional money and proposals for additional funding are going to be 
followed through. I hope they are. I can say I remain now skep- 
tically optimistic, but I live in hope. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

And I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. 

We now go to the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Bentivolio. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen, thank you very much for your distinguished service. 
I certainly appreciate it. I am going to be real quick. I only — I have 
a lot of questions but only 5 minutes to ask them. 

Admiral, I especially took note of your distinguished career and 
that, noticed that you were the captain of several ships or Navy 
vessels, correct? 
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Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Bentivolio. And on those boats, vessels, ships 

Admiral Mullen. Ships. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Ships, thank you. I am an old Army guy. That 
you probably created a culture on that ship that had a high degree 
or those ships that had a high degree of morale, a culture of safety, 
risk management as we were speaking about, and maintaining a 
high state of discipline and readiness; is that correct? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Bentivolio. You probably wouldn’t have been promoted to 
admiral had you not done that. So, rest assured, I have no doubt 
in my mind that your career is one of the most distinguished I’ve 
ever read about. I’m really impressed. 

But there’s — I want to get back to this risk management. It 
seems to me, from what I’ve been hearing all day, there was a lack 
of it in — well, in the State Department. Did you find that also to 
be true? 

Admiral Mullen. I’ve sort of a two-level answer for this. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Okay. 

Admiral Mullen. One of the things that most of us that grew 
up in the military do almost instinctively is risk management, par- 
ticularly with respect to any kind of combat, and we’ve been in a 
lot of combat in the last dozen years. What I have found, and I 
take, go to my senior position in the Pentagon as the chairman, as 
the head of the Navy, we’re not as good at what I call strategic risk 
management as I would like to be specifically. And I worked on 
that when I was a chairman and when I was the head of the Navy 
in those senior positions. And too often, we’re great tactically and 
not good strategically in many areas. 

What I found when we did our, the ARB is there wasn’t the ex- 
istence of certainly a system, systematic risk management pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Bentivolio. So you’re familiar with the military risk man- 
agement matrix, correct? 

Admiral Mullen. Yes. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Okay. We start at the very top would be ex- 
tremely high risk, right? 

Admiral Mullen. Well, yeah. I mean, we would look at a com- 
bination of what we call likelihood and danger 

Mr. Bentivolio. Okay. 

Admiral Mullen. — or most significant outcome. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Well, I’m from the Army and we have low, me- 
dium — 

Admiral Mullen. Yeah, yeah. 

Mr. Bentivolio. — high, and extremely high risk, and we evalu- 
ate just about every task 

Admiral Mullen. Sure. 

Mr. Bentivolio. — including when we go into combat. 

Admiral Mullen. Right. 

Mr. Bentivolio. We look at all those. And let’s see. Where — the 
part I’m talking about, and I think we touched on this in earlier 
questioning, you developed or the military tries to develop a culture 
around risk management, and I think that’s what you’re trying to 
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improve when you talk about discussing this at the Pentagon, 
right? 

Admiral Mullen. Yes. 

Mr. Bentivolio. But I seem to have found absent in the leader- 
ship of the State Department. And I was just reading and just to 
prove your point in how we try to create a culture of safety and 
evaluating risks at all levels, I have a copy from the manual that 
is often used in training our first line of leaders, E-5, sergeants, 
I think. What do you call them in the Navy? E-5s? 

Admiral Mullen. Petty officers. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Petty officers, thank you. Petty officer. You 
have same, similar classes where they learn leadership skills? 

Admiral Mullen. Yes. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Including risk management analysis, correct? 

Admiral Mullen. Well, it’s certainly included. We certainly have 
a leadership focus. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Right. Thank you. 

Mr. Keil, Mr. Sullivan, thank you, and you brought up risk man- 
agement as well. Are you familiar with — well, it says here, let me 
read this, leaders and individuals at all levels are responsible and 
accountable for managing risk. They must ensure that hazards and 
associated risks are identified and controlled during planning, 
preparation, and execution of operations. Are you familiar with 
that? 

Mr. Keil. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Are you familiar with the matrix that I’m talk- 
ing about, referring to? 

Mr. Keil. Generally, yes, sir. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Generally, okay. How would you evaluate, if you 
got an intelligence report saying that November 16th that the Brit- 
ish intel agency has foiled an attack on the Libya’s National Tran- 
sition Council and the British ambassador was about to get assas- 
sinated or tried to on Eebruary 6 in Syria, and in 2012, the U.S. 
closed the embassy in Syria, On June 15, 2012, Tripoli, Libya, re- 
porting a string of attacks on Western diplomats and international 
organizations. If you were going to Libya, how would you evaluate 
or on that matrix, what would be the level of risk? High, extremely 
high, medium or low? 

Mr. Keil. I would say extremely high, sir. 

Mr. Bentivolio. An extremely high, would you not try to address 
those things to lower that risk, including worst-case scenarios? 

Mr. Keil. Yes, sir. 

Chairman ISSA. The gentleman’s time has expired, but you can 
answer. 

Mr. Keil. Yes, sir, and but it can’t just be addressed strategi- 
cally. It also has to be addressed tactically. You can’t separate 
those two. Too often people are quick to say. Oh, it was the Bureau 
of Diplomatic Security’s responsibility. It doesn’t stop there. It’s 
more of a strategic question. It’s got to be a whole-of-organization 
approach to risk management. 

Mr. Bentivolio. A culture within the organizations? 

Mr. Keil. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Bentivolio. And because of that absence of culture, the cap- 
tain of this ship, so to speak, probably wouldn’t get a very good rat- 
ing; is that correct? 

Mr. Keil. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bentivolio. And who was the captain of the Department of 
State at the time? 

Mr. Keil. Secretary of State. 

Mr. Bentivolio. And name please? 

Mr. Keil. At that time it was Secretary Clinton. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Thank you very much. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. 

We now go to the gentleman from Missouri, who has been pa- 
tiently looking in and out, coming in and out for this very oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Clay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for conducting this hear- 
ing. 

And thank the witnesses for appearing, and hopefully some of 
our questions are being answered. 

And, Mr. Chairman, at this time, I would like to yield to my 
friend, the husband 

Chairman IsSA. Well, thank you. 

Mr. Clay. The husband of the brilliant Dr. Rockeymoore, Mr. 
Cummings of Maryland. 

Chairman IssA. Oh, so I was your second choice. 

The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. I’ll tell my wife you said 
that. 

The ARB assigned accountability to three individuals within the 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security, the deputy assistant secretary re- 
sponsible for Libya, her boss, the principal deputy assistant sec- 
retary, and the assistant secretary. However, the ARB did not find 
specific fault with the under secretary for management, Patrick 
Kennedy, who is the supervisor of the assistant secretary. 

The Republican staff report released on Sunday night stated, 
“The ARB downplayed Kennedy’s role in the decisionmaking that 
led to the inadequate security posture in Benghazi.” 

Ambassador Pickering, do you agree that you downplayed Under 
Secretary Kennedy’s role? 

And Admiral Mullen, would you answer the same question? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. I think that we looked very carefully 
at this. We have had numerous dialogues about this here this 
morning. We did not find the pattern of decisionmaking on the part 
of Secretary Kennedy deficient with respect to security. We did find 
the pattern of decisionmaking at the deputy assistant secretary 
level in the Bureau of Diplomatic Security deficient, and we found 
the review of that pattern by her boss, the assistant secretary, 
lacked, put it this way, sufficient attention to leadership and man- 
agement, that it was deficient. We’ve talked here about that, and 
I believe that’s the best description I can give you of that inter- 
relationship. 

Mr. Cummings. Admiral Mullen? 

Admiral Mullen. I would only add that, again, we were guided 
by the statute that said. Look at who was making the decisions, 
and that’s — it’s almost hard to overstate the significance and the 
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nexus of those decisions being made in the DS Bureau by Lamb 
and fully supported by her boss, Boswell. 

Mr. Cummings. As evidence 

Ambassador Pickering. Not only to reinforce that, we were spe- 
cifically admonished under the statute not to take as dispositive 
the acceptance of responsibility by senior officers who clearly didn’t 
make decisions and, in some cases, were not informed but took that 
responsibility pro forma as part of their sense of obligation to their 
department. 

Mr. Cummings. As evidence of this allegation, the Republican 
staff report discusses a memorandum that Under Secretary Ken- 
nedy approved in December 2011, extending the special mission for 
1 year. The Republican staff report said this; “The document and 
the testimony show that one of the major contributing factors to 
this deficiency was the temporary nature of the Benghazi com- 
pound authorized by Under Secretary Patrick Kennedy.” 

Ambassador Pickering, did the Accountability Review Board re- 
view the December 2011 memorandum approved by Under Sec- 
retary Kennedy? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Cummings. Ambassador Pickering, can you explain what role 
Under Secretary Kennedy had in that memo and why you did not 
conclude that he was responsible for the specific measures at the 
temporary facility? 

Ambassador Pickering. He was asked to approve the extension 
by all of the bureaus concerned, including the Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security which had responsibility in carrying out that extension to 
carry out the appropriate security measures. There was not a pro- 
posed panoply of security measures which Kennedy was asked to 
approve. It was part of the process that the Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security had that responsibility, would take it and carry it out. 

Mr. Cummings. Admiral Mullen, do you agree with that? 

Admiral Mullen. I do, and one very specific line item in that 
memorandum designated the expected number of ARSO’s, security 
agents or officers in Benghazi, and that gets back to, in implemen- 
tation, where the decisions were made. The failure and account- 
ability was in not meeting that need. 

Mr. Cummings. Then, finally, in fact, that memo was approved 
before it reached the under secretary by both the Bureau of Diplo- 
matic Security and the Bureau of Overseas Building Operations, 
both of which were responsible for the security at the post. The Re- 
publican staff report also finds fault with Under Secretary Kennedy 
plays a role in approving the decision not to expand — extend the 
SST, a Defense Department team helping with security in Tripoli, 
the report states, and this is — I’ll close with this, “The decision to 
end the SST mission in Libya in July 2012 was made by Ambas- 
sador Kennedy, albeit based upon a recommendation from 
Charlene Lamb.” 

Do you all have a comment on that? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, I would just comment that to the 
best of our knowledge and belief, the continuation of the SST was 
not also actively supported by Ambassador Stevens, and that 
played a role as well in the decisionmaking. 

Mr. Cummings. I’ll yield. 
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Chairman IssA. With that we go — go ahead, Admiral. 

With that, we go to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. DeSantis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral Mullen, just to follow up, there was the discussion about 
giving the head’s up to Cheryl Mills, so what was the purpose of 
doing that? 

Admiral Mullen. The purpose was to — the purpose was to, hav- 
ing sat through an interview with Ms. Lamb, who answered all 
questions very honestly — there’s been an issue raised today about 
whether there was any question about her, and there wasn’t ever, 
about Ms. Lamb and her straightforwardness — ^but the single pur- 
pose was very obviously very early in the overall process post- 
Benghazi, the testimony was having run a large department, I 
spent a lot of time when I was head of the Navy, as well as chair- 
man, and in previous jobs, but really in those head jobs, that the 
senior jobs, looking at who should, who would be best qualified for 
whatever the question was 

Mr. DeSantis. No, I understand that and I understand 

Admiral Mullen. And so testified. 

Mr. DeSantis. Sorry to interrupt, but I’m limited on time, and 
I understand, as a CNO, and I was in the Navy when you were 
CNO, and I appreciate that, but I guess, you know, you’re on this 
ARB. I just — what is it? Like what interest do you have in who the 
State Department puts up or not? I understand why, given your 
Navy position, how you would have done that with the Defense De- 
partment. 

Admiral Mullen. Actually, it had nothing, it had nothing to do 
with ARB, and it had everything to do with a heads up in order 
to at least give my view that this was going to be a weak witness 
to an agency head who was working through who was going to ap- 
pear. 

Mr. DeSantis. Ambassador Pickering, this may, was mentioned 
previously, but this 1998 ARB recommendation about the Secretary 
of State personally reviewing the security situation in these out- 
posts and closing some if there is not adequate security, and this 
was after the East Africa bombings, was that something, because 
I know you were high in the State Department, was that some- 
thing that you remember, and did you think that that rec- 
ommendation made sense? 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes. 

Mr. DeSantis. And so the issue with not submitting interrog- 
atories to Secretary Clinton or not interviewing her about, you 
know, what determinations did she make with respect to Benghazi, 
what was the reason for not doing that? 

Ambassador Pickering. I think that we made it clear that, as I 
said a moment ago, that’s, that particular process, which Secretap^ 
Albright implemented in her own way of having a daily meeting in 
the morning with the assistant secretary of security, seems to have 
dwindled away. It did not exist, and therefore, there was a weak- 
ness, in our view, in perhaps pushing issues up that might have 
attracted the attention of the Secretary, but that was not done. 

But that was not, in our view, a fault with the Secretary. It was 
a fault with the assistant secretary for security, who, if he had that 
view, should have pushed it up. That was, of course, a decisional 
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question. We found weaknesses in taking account of a whole series 
of activities in the region that everybody seemed to live with and 
not take as a kind of bell ringing in the night that the situation 
was getting worse and you better take a look at it. 

Mr. DeSantis. And I understand that. I guess my issue is, is, 
you know, Benghazi and eastern Libya generally, like when I was 
in Iraq in 2007, there were foreign fighters coming into Iraq from 
Libya. And we knew when we were conducting operations against 
Qadhafi that a lot of his opposition was an Islamist opposition. And 
so it just seems to me that that process breaking down, I under- 
stand how that, but this particular area on the eve of 9/11, it just 
seems to me that there should have been more alarm bells ringing 
off that would go all the way to the top. And I understand your 
point about the breakdown, but it just seems to me it would have 
been helpful to get the Secretary’s input on what she did or didn’t 
do proactively, understanding that there may be fault beneath be- 
cause of the critical nature of that, and so I just want — my final 
question would be, you know, as you sit here today, and obviously, 
it would be to both Admiral Mullen and Ambassador Pickering, are 
you satisfied with the United States Government’s response to 
what happened in Benghazi writ large? 

Ambassador Pickering. No, and I think that our report was de- 
signed, sir, to provide a series of recommendations 

Mr. DeSantis. But what I’m saying is 

Ambassador Pickering. — on what to do. 

Mr. DeSantis. The response, since you’ve done the report, are 
you satisfied with the action that the government’s taken, and 
then, just as somebody, and I know this is outside the purview of 
your report, but just as an American, and certainly Admiral 
Mullen, as a distinguished military officer, you know, are you satis- 
fied with what we’ve done to bring the folks who actually did this 
to justice? 

Ambassador Pickering. I’m — look, you’ve got a couple questions 
here. What was done to follow up the ARB generally through the 
newspaper reports, I think they are making a serious effort to do 
it, but I would be happier if I sat down and had a full briefing and 
then could give you the kind of judgment that I hope you would 
expect from somebody with experience. 

Chairman IssA. Heck, we’d be happy to get a briefing, too. 

Ambassador Pickering. Yeah, I understand. On the FBI’s work, 
I think that’s something you really need to talk to them about. 
There have been complaints that they aren’t moving soon enough, 
but we all know the difficulty of investigative activities in foreign 
countries where, in fact, it requires a huge security presence even 
to go and take a look at the crime scene. And I think there are for- 
midable problems that the FBI faces in being able to provide a 
rapid response. And I think I understand as well as most. I, cer- 
tainly as a citizen, I would like to see it instantaneously, but as, 
I hope, a rational person, I have some understanding of what it is 
they have to contend with. 

Chairman IsSA. I thank the gentleman. 

We now go to the gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. DesJarlais. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, gentlemen. I know it’s been a long hearing. 
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There’s many lingering questions on Benghazi. One I get asked 
quite frequently, and I want to get your perspective, Ambassador 
and Admiral, on this particular issue, and that is the claim by the 
State Department, the Secretary of State, the intelligence commu- 
nity as to the fact that this attack was the result of a YouTube 
video. What is your perspective as to why that was propagated for 
so long? 

Ambassador Pickering. Look, that all happened after the ARB 
was, in effect, reported. It was not in our line of responsibility, and 
therefore, I think that principally those investigating criminally are 
going to have to look for motive and rationale. And I believe, in 
fact, that, without bucking it too much, that’s where the real deci- 
sionmaking on what really was motivating the guys will have to 
take place. 

Put it this way: There was an attack on Egypt apparently more 
directly related to the video that took place on the afternoon before 
the attack on Benghazi. There is some indication that that attack 
stimulated interest in Benghazi, only indication. 

There are some who have said there is testimony that, in fact, 
the video was in people’s minds. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Okay. I mean, I think we can all buy that story, 
sir. 

Ambassador Pickering. But I can’t give you a conclusive view 
because I haven’t done the work. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Okay, I think we can all buy that. 

You’re an American. You listened to this. You watched the news, 
and you had to have been a little bit ashamed of the fact that this 
was propagated for 2 to 3 weeks. I think this is important because 
we have family that still have not had justice, the justice that 
Obama went on television and promised we would get; we would 
catch these people. It’s a year later; there’s not even been an ar- 
rest. And, you know, that’s a problem. 

And so it goes to the credibility, and I just wanted to get your 
perspective. I get your talking points, and I know what happened 
in Egypt, and that story might have held water for, what, maybe 
6 hours, but not 3 weeks. But yet, you know, to the American peo- 
ple the credibility of the administration, the State Department and 
the intelligence community was diminished because they continued 
to propagate that. 

Admiral, do you agree? 

Admiral Mullen. We made very clear early on, and obviously it 
was almost a month later when 

Chairman ISSA. Admiral, if you would take your mic, please. 

Admiral Mullen. Sorry. We made very clear early on, and obvi- 
ously, we started a month later, that we thought it was a terrorist 
attack based on, actually not just based on sort of the public dis- 
cussion but based on the evidence. And certainly I 

Mr. DesJarlais. What do I tell the folks back home? 

Admiral Mullen. I guess the way I would answer the question 
is to say I understand the question. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Uh-huh, you understand. 

Admiral Mullen. But it really was outside our purview to get in. 

Mr. DesJarlais. A lot of people think it was political. I mean, 
we were 7 weeks from a Presidential election; this was just messy. 
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and we didn’t want to deal with it, but what it did create was a 
lack of an investigation taking place immediately. It was delayed 
about 3 weeks, and that’s why I bring it up. 

But let’s get back to something that is more germane to today’s 
hearing. Raymond Maxwell is one of the people selected for ac- 
countability. Can you tell me what Raymond Maxwell did to con- 
tribute to the inadequate security posture in Benghazi? 

Ambassador Pickering. He told us that he had made a conscious 
decision not to read the intelligence. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Okay. And did you look at the testimony of his 
supervisor, Beth Jones, where she said it’s been determined that 
there was no intelligence they could have told us that this attack 
was underway; it wasn’t material. 

Ambassador Pickering. That was all substantive to our discus- 
sion. We did interview Ms. Jones. From what I can see, her subse- 
quent testimony to the committee indicated she was not aware of 
the fact that her subordinate was not reading the intelligence. 

Mr. DesJarlais. But in fact, there was evidence that he had not 
stopped reading all the intelligence. 

Ambassador Pickering. He made a statement to us that led us 
to believe that he had stopped reading intelligence. 

Admiral Mullen. And he did not clarify it, as it has been clari- 
fied I’ve seen in certain documents. 

Ambassador Pickering. And in every interview, we gave people 
at the end of the interview the warning and the right, did they 
have anything more to say to explain their testimony to us? 

Mr. DesJarlais. Okay. So was Maxwell’s finding for account- 
ability directly related to the attack on Benghazi or was the ac- 
countability unrelated to the attack? 

Ambassador Pickering. We believe it was related to the security 
question. If he didn’t know the intelligence, he couldn’t understand 
the security problem in full. 

Admiral Mullen. And, sir, just very quickly, from my perspec- 
tive, in that interview. I mean, again, I was stunned and shocked 
when I heard him. What it represented to me was a detachment 
from the responsibilities for Libya and then inside Libya and Trip- 
oli and Benghazi. It was a strong indicator of his detachment, and 
he as a very senior guy in the State Department, responsible with 
everything else that was going on in the world, it sort of lay right 
in front of him. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Okay, so I’ll 

Ambassador Pickering. And, sir, he said he did this because he 
didn’t want to confuse in public speaking classified and unclassi- 
fied, while at the same time, he was clearly reading all of the State 
Department classified material, so this didn’t seem to us to be a 
responsible position or a reasonable position, and I fully support 
what the admiral said. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Okay, so you think at this point, he still should 
be one of the four individuals based on what you know now? This 
is, of all the things that happened in Benghazi, this is one of the 
guys that should take the heat? 

Ambassador Pickering. We haven’t changed our view. Certainly, 
I haven’t. 

Mr. DesJarlais. Thank you. 
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Chairman ISSA. We go to Mrs. Lummis. 

Mrs. Lummis, would you yield me about 10 seconds. 

Mrs. Lummis. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman IsSA. I just want to make one thing clear in a ques- 
tion. I’m following up on Dr. DesJarlais. You held him accountable 
because he was derelict in focusing on his responsibility. However, 
people above him and below him were acutely aware that there had 
been a series of attacks, including the two on the British ambas- 
sador and the like. So the actual attacks and the actual risk was 
not a question but only the classified information. I just want to 
make sure that’s correct. We’ve had both of you in depositions on 
this. 

Ambassador Pickering. I think we believed that his responsi- 
bility in the bureau extended to everything taking place in Libya. 

Chairman IsSA. So he’s part of the culture of not caring enough 
but, in fact, people above him and below him, including Under Sec- 
retary Kennedy, were acutely aware of the growing danger and risk 
actually occurring in Benghazi? 

Ambassador Pickering. They were not 

Chairman IssA. That’s a yes or no. 

Ambassador Pickering. They were not required to follow, Mr. 
Chairman, on a daily basis. He had the dot. He made it clear he 
had the dot, and he was — they were not — these 

Chairman IssA. Now, look we’re aware of the 

Ambassador Pickering. — his universe to cover. 

Chairman IsSA. Admiral — or ambassador, we’re not 

Ambassador Pickering. I love the promotion, keep giving it to 
me. 

Chairman IssA. No, ambassador is forever, we know that. The 
fact is that we are not disagreeing that there was a level, a se- 
quence of responsibility. 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes. 

Chairman IsSA. So, trust us, we are not saying you were wrong 
in holding certain people accountable. One of the challenges here, 
as Dr. DesJarlais said, is. Look, you had absolutely no mandate to 
deal with the fact that the American people were outright lied to 
as to the cause of the attack and misled for a long period of time, 
including on virtually every Sunday talk show. We understand that 
wasn’t your mandate, but neither was your mandate to look at the 
question of a system, under Under Secretary Kennedy, that did not 
allow anybody to pull the panic button, but rather, it kept looking 
for one person who would decide not to do, not to have Benghazi 
open or to man it with resources they may not have had. Mrs. 
Lummis, I would ask 

Ambassador Pickering. Quite the contrary, Mr. Chairman. One 
of our recommendations was that there ought to be a system, a 
very simple one, where there were differences of view between the 
regional bureau supporting the ambassador in the field and Diplo- 
matic Security, that it ought to be resolved by the two assistant 
secretaries immediately. If it couldn’t go there, it should go to Ken- 
nedy and his political opposite number in this point, Wendy Sher- 
man. If they couldn’t solve it right away, the Secretary. So we be- 
lieved, in fact, that push up was not taking place, and the principal 
responsibility, as Admiral Mullen I think explained a while ago. 
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seemed to be at the level of the people who had the responsibility 
to push up, who were in a sense covering their decisions. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

I would ask unanimous consent the gentlelady have the full 5 
minutes. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mrs. Lummis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to follow up on Dr. DesJarlais’s and the chairman’s line 
of questioning. You did, as the Accountability Review Board, admit 
last December that there was no protest prior to the attacks, cor- 
rect? 

Ambassador Pickering. Correct. 

Mrs. Lummis. Is it true that there really were video and audio 
feeds from Benghazi as the attacks unfolded? 

Ambassador Pickering. No. There were video feeds to the tac- 
tical center in Benghazi monitored by a DS agent. 

Mrs. Lummis. And did the 

Ambassador Pickering. Who had an opportunity to see certain 
cameras that were put in for precisely that kind of surveillance. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. And so did the DSA agent have an oppor- 
tunity to communicate what he was seeing on the film to 

Ambassador Pickering. Yes, he was speaking over the telephone 
on a regular basis with the DS operations center at the State De- 
partment in Washington. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. So that gets it into the chain of command. 
So that information could have been or should have been available 
to the President, to the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of 
State; is that correct? 

Ambassador Pickering. That particular set of information was 
shared in the State Department. I don’t know to what degree it 
went beyond the State Department. 

Mrs. Lummis. So we still don’t know why Susan Rice went on 
those Sunday talk shows when they had the information that this 
wasn’t due to a spontaneous protest and instead said it was. 

Ambassador Pickering. We did not obviously have responsibility 
for investigating that, so I don’t even want to give you an opinion 
on it. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. Was it an organized terrorist group that at- 
tacked? 

Ambassador Pickering. That is something the FBI will have to 
answer. I can say the following: From my observation of the sur- 
veillance camera film, which was spotty, not complete, some of the 
invaders showed some modicum of organization for a short period 
of time and some showed a lot of disorganization, but Admiral 
Mullen is the military expert. I don’t know whether he has any 
comment on that or not. 

Admiral Mullen. I think that’s pretty well said. I would say it 
was a combination. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. Is it true that a former GTMO detainee who 
knew Ambassador Stevens claimed responsibility for the attack 
after it happened? Is that true? 

Ambassador Pickering. I believe you’re getting into classified in- 
telligence and that we can’t take you there now. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. Is it true 

Chairman IssA. Will the gentlelady suspend? 
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Mrs. Lummis. Yes. 

Chairman IssA. That is not true. That is not classified that they 
made an overt claim of responsibility. The gentlelady’s question 
had to do with that a group had claimed it. They made a very pub- 
lic claim. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay, thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

Ambassador Pickering. Yeah, but — okay. 

Mrs. Lummis. Is it true that there’s documentation that the Mus- 
lim Brotherhood and operatives from Egypt were involved in the 
attack? 

Ambassador Pickering. Our report indicates that one Egyptian 
organization, which is named in the report, was possibly involved, 
and I’m not sure. I think that that’s in the unclassified. I hope it 
is. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. If we — is it true that they were seeking to 
loot surface-to-air missiles that were gathered up at the annex? 

Ambassador Pickering. I can’t comment on that. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. Is it possible that they were trying to ac- 
quire classified communications codes? 

Ambassador Pickering. I can’t comment on that. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. Is it true that they were planning to kidnap 
the ambassador and it went wrong? 

Ambassador Pickering. I can’t comment on that. 

Mrs. Lummis. Thank you Mr. Chairman I yield back. 

Chairman IssA. Would the gentlelady yield? 

Mrs. Lummis. I will. 

Chairman IssA. Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Keil, I just had one question 
that has come up again and again in your post mortem of prob- 
lems. I’m a big fan of really great security systems, and my favorite 
one is how they produce high quality automobiles on the Japanese 
assembly lines. They have overhead lines and any production work- 
er — and this has become common in America too — anyone on the 
production line can pull if they see a bad part or a safety hazard 
they can pull a chain and the line shuts down. That’s how they 
make sure they don’t have defects. 

Is one of the problems you’ve observed that whether or not we 
have a growth in the bureaucracy, an Under Secretary of X, Y, and 
Z, who theoretically report directly to the Secretary, isn’t one of the 
problems that the culture doesn’t allow one person who sees a 
problem to simply shut it down? In other words, one group is mak- 
ing the facilities decision as a complete exception to the safety 
standards; another person is held accountable after a decision is 
made to be in a hopelessly worthless building, one whose wall had 
been breached by a very small piece of explosive, and yet that per- 
son didn’t have the ability to say, stop, we’re not going to be in 
Benghazi because policy drives whether you are in Benghazi, facili- 
ties drives what building you’re in, and then diplomatic security is 
told to make sure that they make it safe. 

Isn’t the functional structure at the Department of State one in 
which instead of having everybody be able to shut something down 
for safety, virtually nobody in some situations can independently 
shut it down other than the Secretary of State herself? 

Mr. Sullivan. I think what we looked at here was enabling peo- 
ple to be able to do that very thing. I think what we saw here, a 
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Secretary, there’s a lot of very, very good outstanding people at the 
Department of State. 

Chairman IssA. Agreed. 

Mr. Sullivan. Diplomatic security. I think when it comes to risk, 
we, as a country, what I’ve been briefed on, we’ve made a deter- 
mination that we’re going to go into these high-risk areas. What I 
think is there just needs to be an improvement in how we go about 
doing our risk management and how we come up with the best 
plan to mitigate that risk. 

We’ve seen, we have seen stovepiping, I think that’s an issue, I 
think that’s an issue in any organization. But to me, this is about 
identifying what those problems are and fixing it. And I do see that 
that move is afoot. But I do think when you go into any high-risk 
area, I do think that there is always going to be that threat. We’re 
never going to be able to eliminate all of that risk but we need to 
come to a — I think State Department needs to come to a, arrive at 
a spot where, you know, they look at the criticality of that program 
and they come up with the best mitigation for that threat. 

Chairman IsSA. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chairman, may I have 30 seconds to just 
sum up? 

Chairman IssA. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chairman, you said a moment ago you said 
something, and you said that’s not true when you were talking to 
Admiral Pickering. 

Admiral Pickering, I just want you to clear that up the chairman 
said to me he misunderstood, but I want the record clear. 

Chairman IsSA. I was only saying based on her question which 
the Ambassador misunderstood. 

Mr. Cummings. Because these records — I don’t want your reputa- 
tion to be impugned in any way. 

Ambassador Pickering. I’ve lost part of the conversation. I’d be 
glad to address the question. 

Chairman IsSA. It was simply that what her question was if 
properly understood was about a public report, and it was clear 
that you didn’t understand she was asking about the public report 
which then you both cleared up. 

Mrs. Lummis. That is true. 

Ambassador Pickering. Because I know, I will put it this way, 
unpublic information 

Chairman IsSA. We do not want unpublic information here today. 

Ambassador Pickering. And I would always say, Mr. Chairman, 
just let me say this: Kidnapping seemed to me to be far-fetched be- 
cause, in effect, in the testimony that was given in the public re- 
port, they did not make a serious attempt to go into the closed area 
of the villa. It is not even sure, in my view, they knew the Ambas- 
sador was there. 

So I would say while I said I didn’t want to touch that, I would 
say in retrospect, it doesn’t seem highly likely. Could be, but I don’t 
think so. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman IsSA. Thank you. We’re now going to recognize that ev- 
eryone has had a first round. I would like to get this panel out of 
here in less than 10 minutes. So I’m going to look to my left and 
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tell the gentlemen that I will waive my time and give you, between 
the two of you, 5 minutes. I will look to my right and give my rank- 
ing member 5 minutes, and no one will get a minute more. The 
gentlemen over there may split there time starting now. 

Mr. Jordan. I thank the chairman for the generosity. 

Admiral Mullen, we learned earlier that in the very first week 
of the ARB being formed, you gave Cheryl Mills a heads up be- 
cause you felt Charlene Lamb, who was coming to testify in front 
of this committee was quote, and the response to Mr. DeSantis’ 
question, “a weak witness.” 

So my question is real simple. Why should you care? Why does 
it matter? Weak — if she was a weak, strong witness, short witness, 
tall witness, male witness, female witness, why in the heck does it 
matter? Your job is to figure out what took place at the State De- 
partment not to decide what kind of representative the State De- 
partment sends in front of a Congressional committee. So why in 
the heck did you care? 

Admiral Mullen. I indicated before that I did that having noth- 
ing to do with the ARB, and having everything to do with the fact 
that I’ve run departments, provided witnesses, and as the head of 
a 

Mr. Jordan. If she was a strong witness, if she was going to con- 
vey a good light for the State Department, would you have called 
up Cheryl Mills and say hey, Charlene Lamb is going to knock it 
out of the park you know make sure you coach her and get her 
ready and send her in front, she is going to be stellar. Would you 
have called Cheryl Mills then? 

Admiral Mullen. In my interpretation or judgment at that 
point, she is going to be a strong witness? No. 

Mr. Jordan. So the only reason you called her is because she 
was going to be a weak witness and convey a bad light on the State 
Department. 

Admiral Mullen. The only reason I called was to give her a 
heads up that I thought the Department could be better rep- 
resented at the hearing. 

Mr. Jordan. Let me walk you one more thing before I yield my 
time to the gentleman from Utah. 

Isn’t it true that you were selected, you were notified by Cheryl 
Mills that you were going to serve on the ARB? 

Admiral Mullen. Correct. 

Mr. Jordan. So Cheryl Mills called you up, said. Admiral 
Mullen, I want you to serve on the board. A week into the forma- 
tion of the board you call her back up and you say, hey, Cheryl 
Mills, the lady who’s about to go in front of the committee that has 
jurisdiction looking into this is going to be a terrible witness. You 
need a heads up on this, and oh, by the way, at the end of the re- 
port before it goes public, you give Cheryl Mills and Hillary Clinton 
a chance to look at the report and make edits if they want to, and 
yet, I forget one important point, maybe the most important point. 
In your opening statement you said you operated and the board op- 
erated independent. 

Admiral Mullen. We did operate independent. 

Mr. Jordan. I just want to make it clear. I yield my time to the 
gentleman from Utah. 
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Admiral Mullen. And the only thing I’d like to comment with 
respect to what you said in the last statement was in the normal 
process, as we report it out, we were done with the report, and we 
went to Secretary Clinton to give her a briefing on the report. It 
was hers to take, that was the tasking, and hers to choose what 
to do with if she chose to sign it out. 

Mr. Jordan. And Admiral that’s all fine, but don’t convey this as 
independent. If Cheryl Mills picked you, you gave her a heads up 
within days of starting, and you let them look at the report and 
edit the report at the end, that’s all fine if that’s the way the stat- 
ute reads, but don’t try to tell us that it’s independent. 

Admiral Mullen. Ms. Mills didn’t pick me. She called me and 
asked me to do this for the Secretary of State. 

Mr. Jordan. Okay that’s not picking. All right. I got that. 

Chairman ISSA. The gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. Chaffetz. I just have to ask as a follow-up to that. You tes- 
tified that Charlene Lamb you thought was honest, you’re not ques- 
tioning her integrity so what made her a weak witness? 

Admiral Mullen. It was my reaction from having sat down with 
her for a couple of hours at that particular point in time. 

Mr. Chaffetz. So she’s honest, she’s full of integrity but that 
made her a weak witness? 

Admiral Mullen. My sense was, Mr. Chaffetz, my sense was 
that she had not appeared before, this was not certainly, it cer- 
tainly wasn’t routine, from that standpoint, and it was not, and I 
just ask you, I have to ask you to believe me, it was not certainly 
intended to never put her in front of the committee, or at least 
speak to that. 

Mr. Chaffetz. This is the problem. With all due respect, you 
make in your fourth paragraph of your testimony you go to great 
lengths about the unfettered access, the ability to talk to people. 
We didn’t get that same privilege. We don’t have that on the same 
panel. 

The President of the United States said before the American peo- 
ple and said that he would “I think it is important to find out ex- 
actly what happened in Benghazi and I’m happy to cooperate in 
any way that Congress wants.” 

That’s never happened. It doesn’t happen in this panel, it doesn’t 
happen from the State Department. That is part of the frustration. 
I don’t mean to single you out at all. I appreciate you being here 
and what you’ve done in your career. We still don’t have answers 
to very basic things. 

The video, or the lack of a video, is kind of an important element 
to what happened or didn’t happen in Benghazi. You didn’t even 
look at that. 

Now I need to ask Mr. Sullivan, because part of the reason that 
you and Mr. Keil are here is because we saw in A1 Jazeera of all 
places the independent panel on best practices. You convened this 
panel at the recommendation of the ARB. You started this panel 
back in April, correct? Mr. Sullivan? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chaffetz. When did you complete your work. 
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Mr. Sullivan. We completed our work just before the report 
came out which would have been the end of August, beginning of 
September. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Who specifically — I want a name — did you give 
this report to? This report is dated August 29 , 2013, this report is 
dated then. 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Who did you hand this to? 

Mr. Sullivan. The report was handed to Greg Stern who is the 
acting 

Mr. Chaffetz. I’m sorry, who is he? 

Mr. Keil. We presented actually under the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, we were legally bound to present the report to the 
Overseas Security Advisory Committee, which is a FACA-exempt 
group, and their executive counsel had to take a look at the report 
before it could officially go to the Department of State. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Has it gone to the Department of State? 

Chairman IssA. Your time is expired. This will have to be the 
last question. 

Mr. Sullivan. I don’t know. 

Mr. Chafeetz. I would ask my friend, the ranking member, if he 
would be okay just to finish this line of questioning. Please, if can 
have an additional minute. 

Chairman IssA. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Sullivan. The Department of State does have the report. 

Mr. Chafeetz. One of my fundamental challenges and problems 
is the United States Congress doesn’t have this report. It’s been al- 
most a month. We don’t have this report. And yet the first time it 
comes up, to the best of my knowledge, is on A1 Jazeera, that’s 
where we’ve got to get this stuff? And so 

Mr. Sullivan. Congressman, I think that was really unfortu- 
nate — 

Mr. Chaffetz. Do you know how it happened? 

Mr. Sullivan. I do not. And believe me, that, I believe that’s ex- 
tremely unfortunate that that report came out that way. The State 
Department, quite frankly, didn’t even have a chance to look at 
that report before it was, before that came out. 

Mr. Chaefetz. So who is going to investigate how A1 Jazeera 
gets a copy of it before the State Department or the United States 
Congress gets to it? Where did it go? You used to be the head of 
the Secret Service. You know how this stuff works. How did this 
happen? 

Mr. Sullivan. Sir, all I know is that we provided this report, as 
Greg said, I was not there that day. I was out of town. But this 
report was provided to the representative of the Overseas Security 
Advisory Committee, and the next thing we knew within 2 days, 
that report had been leaked out. 

Mr. Chaefetz. I do hope for those State Department officials, 
Mr. Chairman, I’m going to wrap up, the State Department offi- 
cials that are here in this room that are listening to this, to under- 
stand this they’ve got to get to the bottom of this, and we still, as 
the United States Congress, have to get a copy of this. For A1 
Jazeera to have it a month almost before us is just not acceptable. 
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Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. We now go to the rank- 
ing member. 

Mr. Cummings. Admiral Pickering, Admiral Mullen Mr. Sullivan 
and Mr. Keil, many of my comments mainly at Ambassador Pick- 
ering and Admiral Mullen, I’m so glad you’re there. I’m glad you 
did what you did. 

There’s a book that I love called The Speed of Trust by Covey. 
At some point, we have to have trust in somebody. When you lose 
trust, what happens is that it’s almost impossible for any relation- 
ship to succeed. 

And I know that you come here, and I notice that everybody 
gives you these nice compliments and everything and then all de- 
pending on who it is, then you hear a lot of negatives and some- 
times positive. But again, I thank you for what you’ve done. 

Let me ask you. Admiral Mullen, there’s been a number of ques- 
tions about this heads up, and sounds like it was more just general 
advice as to who could best present testimony, but going back to 
the, now back to the ARB, did you all take it easy on Charlene 
Lamb? 

Admiral Mullen. We did not. 

Mr. Cummings. I can’t hear you. 

Admiral Mullen. We did not. 

Mr. Cummings. Did you give her a pass? 

Admiral Mullen. No, we held her accountable. 

Mr. Cummings. Would you agree with that. Admiral Pickering? 
Ambassador. I’m sorry. 

Ambassador Pickering. Okay. 

Admiral Mullen. Absolutely. 

Mr. Cummings. I apologize. During the transcribed interviews 
with the committee staff, numerous officials described the week of 
the attacks on Benghazi as an intensely dangerous, complex and 
confusing week of protests and other violent episodes at U.S. facili- 
ties around the world. For example, Eric Boswell, the Assistant 
Secretary of Diplomatic Security, described a multitude of events 
threatening U.S. posts around the world. 

This is what he told us; “The state of play was not only in 
Benghazi but in Tripoli, we were very concerned about Tripoli, but 
also things were starting to go haywire in other places. We had an 
attack on our embassy in Sana’a, Yemen, where demonstrators 
penetrated the perimeter, did a great deal of damage, milled 
around inside the compound and in subsequent days, there were 
other such demonstrations, so I had my hands full. We had,” and 
this continuing on with the quote, “we had a mirror innovation of 
a compound in Khartoum, Sudan, where very large thousands of 
demonstrators in each case, there was thousands of demonstrators, 
saw thousands of demonstrators, came up against the wall of this 
brand new mission.” 

Continuing; “There was a similar attack by a mob on our em- 
bassy in Tunis, another brand new facility, a large number of dem- 
onstrators penetrated into it, into the facility, another round, did 
a lot of damage. It was very alarming at the time.” 

Admiral Mullen, I’m trying to put myself in the shoes of our mili- 
tary, diplomatic and intelligence officials who were trying to deal 
with this in very few days. I noted the ARB looked specifically at 
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Benghazi, but can you tell us anything about how our military 
would have dealt with this entire week of incidents? 

Admiral Mullen. You mean in terms of a military response. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes. 

Admiral Mullen. It would have been obviously posturing forces, 
increasing levels of readiness, moving them as rapidly as we could, 
literally, as you described it, around the world in order to respond. 
And it would pull us away from places like the Persian Gulf where 
we have a lot of forces, even, quite frankly, the Western Pacific we 
started to roll from there, forces that were heavily engaged as well 
in places like — or in Afghanistan. So it wouldn’t have, it wouldn’t 
be for. I’d say, a short period of time, impossible to kind of move 
forces into place, but sustaining them in, lo, these many areas for 
a long period of time, that’s where we don’t have enough forces. 

Mr. Cummings. Ambassador Pickering, what about the State 
Departments’s global perspective? How do you begin to even proc- 
ess all of this incoming information? 

Ambassador Pickering. Well, I think that we have a system to 
do it, but the responses to cascades of basically deteriorating events 
are always measured against what are the resources of the State 
Department to mobilize reserves. 

And in truth, Mr. Cummings, there ain’t no reserves. We’re short 
on dough, people are stretched. We have to take away from one set 
of foci where we’re working online, operationally, pull people out 
and put them other places. 

When compounds are under pressure, particularly where there 
are dependents, that raises another very serious question of how do 
we get them out of harm’s way as soon as we can? So there are 
multiple questions. And I can understand that assistant Secretary 
Boswell was literally up to here to have 3, 4 or 5 major attacks if 
you can put it this way on U.S. facilities taking place in the space 
of 3 or 4 days. 

And so that is getting close to exhaustion. And in many ways, 
the ability to ride that out and to see the way through it rep- 
resents, in my view, an extraordinary devotion to duty. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chairman, I again thank you for bringing 
our witnesses forward. Thank you all very, very much. We really 
appreciate your testimony, all of you. Thank you. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank you. I also thank our witnesses and as 
we close, we thank each of you for your service, both in your roles 
of investigation and for your many years of Federal service. 

We have learned today, I believe, a great deal about how the, 
particularly the Admiral and the Ambassador, view the ARB defi- 
ciencies, recommendations. We certainly have a number of state- 
ments made that I believe this committee will take note of and re- 
flect on including Admiral Mullen’s statement that, in fact, had 
there been in the neighborhood of 30 defense forces in Benghazi, 
the attack may not have occurred because at that point it would 
have been viewed as a harder target. 

At the same time we contrast that with the two heroes who were 
lost at the annex, a facility that was, by comparison, better fortified 
and better armed. What it means to us is that there is no single 
point of accountability, there is no single fix that will deal with 
this. 
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Having been many times in the embassy in Beirut, I know what 
a facility that is heavily guarded costs as compared to one that is 
heavily fortified by design. 

Recognizing that we will always have areas of risk, it is one of 
the challenges of this committee to recommend to the Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee and to the Appropriations Committee such funding 
in investments and organization as may allow a better decision 
process to be made. 

One of the challenges I believe this committee and the other com- 
mittees of jurisdiction will have is if the decision is that we must 
have a diplomatic presence, and then facilities and manpower must 
be procured, it takes away the honest authority of the Congress to 
appropriate such funds as they see fit, and ask the administration 
to live within those funds. 

That struggle does that not occur in this committee. Our rec- 
ommendations will be based on a process, hopefully leading to bet- 
ter decision processes. 

I want to thank you again. I want to thank the next panel of wit- 
nesses for their patience. We will take a very short recess and re- 
convene. Thank you. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman IssA. We now recognize our second panel of witnesses. 
Ms. Patricia Smith is the mother of Sean Smith who lost his life 
in the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic facilities in Benghazi on Sep- 
tember 11, 2012. And Mr. Charles Woods is the father of Tyrone 
Woods, who also lost his life that night. 

I want to thank you for your patience. Hopefully you benefited 
as much from the question and answers as the committee did. 

Pursuant to the rules of the committee, could you please rise to 
take the oath. Raise your right hand. 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm the testimony you will give 
today will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth? 

Please be seated. Let the record indicate both witnesses an- 
swered in the affirmative. 

You waited a long time through the first panel, and there were 
a great many questions. There will be many less questions, and I 
would ask that you tell us what you feel what you’ve experienced 
so that we can understand what it’s been like for this slightly more 
than 1 year since the death of your loved ones. Ms. Smith. 

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA SMITH 

Ms. Smith. I don’t know exactly know what to say. I have been 
ignored by the State Department. I’ve been told I was unimportant, 
and I had to find everything I know by going on the Internet and 
asking questions, because nobody from the government has gotten 
back to me to tell me anything, and I mean that by saying any- 
thing. And it’s been, I hate to put in the record, but it has been 
pure hell living through all this and not getting any answers. I 
wanted to be able to put everything beside me and have everything 
go away. But I can’t do that because I don’t have plenty of answers 
that I need. 

One silly question that I had was every time I see this on TV, 
I see these bloody fingerprints crawling down the wall of that 
Benghazi place, and I keep asking everybody, do those belong to 
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my son? And nobody has told me anything. One person said, no, 
it’s not them. It’s not him. But that’s just the kind of answers I get. 
Are those his bloody fingerprints? And I know you people can’t an- 
swer that now. But this is how it feels, and it feels terrible. I want 
answers. I want to know what happened with my son. And I know 
you can’t tell me anything classified, but tell me something. The 
only thing — wait a minute, I take that back, I apologize, I was told 
a few things and they’re all lies. 

Obama and Hillary and Panetta and Biden and Susan all came 
up to me at the casket ceremony. Every one of them came up to 
me, gave me a big hug and I asked them what happened please tell 
me. And every one of them said, it was the video. And we all know 
that it wasn’t the video, even at that time they knew it wasn’t the 
video. So they all lied to me. 

But what they said was, I will check up on it and get back to 
you for sure. And do you know how many times I heard from them? 
None. I don’t count. People of America don’t count. The only thing 
that counts is their own selves and their own jobs. And the people 
that are involved in this get suspended for a short time, paid the 
whole time, and then rehired or whatever it is that they do. 

I want to know what happened to my son. Why can’t these peo- 
ple tell me this? I’m sorry. I’m ranting. 

That’s it. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

Mr. Woods 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES WOODS 

Mr. Woods. Thank you. Congressman Issa, for inviting members 
of the family. First of all. I’d just like to say, this tie right here is 
special to me. It was worn at my son’s funeral. And I only wear 
it on special occasions and this right here I trust is something spe- 
cial that is happening. The other thing that is special that is hap- 
pening is after Ty went home to be with Lord, I really was con- 
cerned about his son that was born just, he only saw for a very 
brief time before he left on assignment, how he’d be doing and after 
1 year, we spent a day with him yesterday that was the one ray 
of sunshine through the clouds this week, so a few special things 
have happened here and I thank you for what you’re doing. 

It’s been over a year since four brave Americans were tragically 
killed in Benghazi. And after 1 year, we know very few answers 
that we have been asking for the last year. We don’t know much 
more than we did a year ago. 

Two of my heroes while growing up were John F. Kennedy and 
Martin Luther King. Reverend King made the statement that jus- 
tice delayed is justice denied. It’s been over a year. We have no jus- 
tice and we have very few truthful answers that have been pro- 
vided. 

Public testimony is necessary in front of a committee such as this 
so that the American people can get the truth. So I thank you very 
much for what you’re doing here. Now, voters, they need to know 
the truth about what happened in Benghazi in order to protect 
America’s freedoms. Now a lot of people unfortunately say that we 
can’t tell the people the truth, we have to answer, I can’t answer 
that question. Such as the Ambassador did. There are too many of 



109 


these witnesses that are testifying behind closed doors, and we 
don’t know what they said. We don’t see their faces on TV to tell 
whether or not they’re credible witnesses. We don’t see whether or 
not the right questions were asked to get to the truth or whether 
meaningless questions were asked instead. 

So it’s very important that we have public testimony by credible 
witnesses with firsthand — not hearsay — knowledge of the situation. 
That is why it’s imperative that you call people like General Ham, 
you call people like Ty’s friends who have contacted various com- 
mittees and wanted to testify through their attorney but have not 
been issued subpoenas. 

There are people out there that have firsthand knowledge, and 
public testimony is necessary. 

The voters need to have the truth about Benghazi so that the 
voters can protect the freedom of America. 

Now after 1 year, there are certain questions that I would like 
to have answered. Recently I sent a letter to the President who of- 
fered to reach out for answers some of the questions I asked I 
would like to direct to this body as well. 

I am the father of Ty Woods, who was killed while heroically de- 
fending the American consulate in Benghazi. These are some of the 
questions. Who made the decision to stand down and when and 
why was that decision made? 

Now there is some conflict as to whether or not there was an 
order to stand down. There are very credible sources that say that 
Ty and five of his special forces workers were denied three times, 
once they went, were denied. They waited a certain period of time, 
second time they were denied. They waited another period of time. 
Third time, they were denied. They went anyway. 

We need to ask the people that were there, not rely upon hearsay 
evidence as to whether or not there was an order to stand down. 

More importantly, we also need to know find out who it was that 
gave that order to stand down and why that order was given to 
stand down? The former admiral of the Pacific fleet said that in all 
of his decades of service, this has never happened where a rescue 
attempt was not at least attempted immediately, and immediately 
does not mean the next day. Immediately does not mean 8, 9, 10 
hours later. 

When is also important, because Ambassador Stevens was alive 
for a substantial period of time after he made that initial distress 
call. It’s very possible that there would have been no loss of life if 
that first order to stand down had not been given. We need to find 
that out. 

Another question is, is it true that General Ham was relieved 
from duty for refusing to follow the order not to rescue? I have had 
a general tell me that according to his intel, that General Ham was 
relieved of duty because immediately after the distress call was re- 
layed to him, he was told to stand down. And his words, according 
to this general were, I don’t speak like this, screw it, and, within 
moments. General Ham was relieved of his duty by an inferior offi- 
cer. 

Now the spin that was given by the administration was that this 
was a prescheduled rotation of generals. Well, I think it is an in- 
sult to the intelligence of the American community to say that a 
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general in the middle of a battle would be relieved because of a 
prescheduled rotation, and especially by an inferior officer. We 
need to have that direct testimony by General Ham, and it needs 
to be public so that the public, so that the voters can view the 
credibility of who is telling the truth, because the ARB contradicts 
that and says that there was not any denial of support by anyone 
from Washington at page 37. 

Finally, this is a very personal question to me, but a very impor- 
tant question, and that is if the President’s child were in Benghazi, 
would the rescue attempt have been more aggressive? There are 
very — there’s very strong evidence of what the answer to that ques- 
tion is, and I will let every American make that decision for them- 
selves. 

Thank you. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

I’ll be brief in my questions and first I will start with a comment 
for both of you. We’re essentially the Select Committee on Inves- 
tigations here in the House, and we have a counterpart in the Sen- 
ate, and we have a long history of doing investigations and some- 
times people talk about us writing subpoenas and demanding peo- 
ple and hauling people before this committee. And we don’t walk 
away from that. Sometimes it’s necessary. 

Today I want you to know that just today, I signed subpoenas 
for Alec Henderson and John Martinek. 

Mr. Woods. Thank you. 

Chairman IssA. If there are additional witnesses who have facts 
and were on the ground and want us to issue subpoenas if their 
names could be provided to us we will do so. 

We are issuing the subpoenas for these two individuals because 
the State Department has repeatedly lied in how they reflected 
these people’s availability saying that they were available if they 
wanted to come forward. Well, a spokesperson in the press office 
after repeatedly being asked by press officials, not us, the press of- 
ficials essentially created the obvious slant which was that these 
individuals were free to come forward, but there was a criminal in- 
vestigation and they might harm it. 

We finally have reached the end of our rope after repeated re- 
quests for these individuals. In fact, their names have never been 
formally given to us, but rather, a large stack of information deliv- 
ered to us as classified while, in fact, on their face being unclassi- 
fied is guarded by State Department official and we may not make 
copies of it. 

Instead we were able to find from open source, the names of 
these individuals, and we today subpoenaed them. 

We will not end our investigation until all your questions are an- 
swered. 

Mr. Woods. Thank you. 

Chairman IssA. One of the questions, Mrs. Smith, that I have is 
how could President Obama tell you that, in fact, this had anything 
to do with a video when he said, quite frankly during a live debate 
in Denver, that the next morning in the Rose Garden he knew it 
was a terrorist attack, and that statement in the Rose Garden obvi- 
ously occurred prior to your son coming home. So that one I find 
hard to believe. 
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Ambassador Rice, on the other hand, continued to be somewhat 
delusional as to the cause of this on five sequential television ap- 
pearances. Secretary Clinton, I’m not sure what difference it makes 
to her, but I am surprised that she would make a categoric state- 
ment of something that her own acting ambassador on the ground 
has said before this committee, under oath, he knew from the mo- 
ment it happened that it was, in fact, a terrorist attack and more 
importantly the Secretary was well aware that the Ambassador 
went to bed at 9:05 and would never have gone to bed if, in fact, 
there was a large demonstration occurring outside his door. 

For both of you, I really truly regret your loss and I can see the 
pain that you deal with every day. I’m not going to inflict any more 
pain on you here today. 

The promise I make is that as long as I have this gavel, I will 
continue to pursue this. As you go down the dais at least most of 
the dais, you’re going to see people who have worked on this and 
will continue to work on this. And I want you to take particular 
note to Mr. Chaffetz who, on my request, made the first trip to the 
region was with General Ham and if he were sitting next to you, 
the testimony he would give as to what he found out from General 
Ham before the handlers got to him was quite a bit different than 
what was later related. 

So, Mr. Woods, we will work with you, we will work with both 
of you to try to get you the truth. 

The fact is that will not bring your loved ones back. And the only 
thing we can say is that it may save somebody else as a result of 
their efforts. And I also want to reiterate what I think is under- 
stood is those who picked up arms to defend the compounds un- 
doubtedly saved the lives of their colleagues. And if reports are cor- 
rect, there were more than 30 people who are alive today because 
of their heroic efforts. And I want to thank you for that. 

I recognize the ranking member for his question. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. I don’t have any ques- 
tions. But I do want to thank you all for being here. 

It is so important, and Mr. Woods, the last conversation I had 
with you was a very wonderful conversation and I have actually 
written about, and I remember you asked two things that we find 
out who did this, who is responsible, and do everything in our 
power to bring them to justice. But you also said something else 
and that was to do everything that we could to make sure it doesn’t 
happen to anybody else. I made a commitment to you that day and 
I continue to make a commitment to you today to do just that. 

So Mrs. Smith and Mr. Woods, I join my colleagues in expressing 
our sympathy for your loss, and honoring their memories. It’s 
tough, I know, and very, very difficult. Not all of the heroes who 
were killed in Benghazi have family here today, but I wanted to 
honor those individuals as well as I know you would. 

Mr. Woods, like your son, Glen Doherty was a Navy SEAL who 
spent his life serving our country. He was part of the team that re- 
sponded to the USS Cole attack and he participated in two tours 
of duty in Iraq. 

I’d like to read some words of kindness that friends of Glen 
Doherty shared at his memorial. Here is what one friend and 
former Navy SEAL said about Glen. 
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My friend Glen, he would never pound his chest or tell you how 
great he was. Glen was a great listener and always had experience 
and advice. He was the jack of all trades and the master of all, a 
person that was great at everything he did, a warrior, spirit bal- 
anced by kindness of hearts. 

Here is what another friend and former Navy SEAL said about 
him. Glen was, without a doubt, the most liked man I have ever 
met. He was the kind who went through which hundreds of people 
knew one another and kept in touch and up-to-date with each 
other. I can’t remember ever hearing anyone say a bad thing about 
the man, which I found particularly interesting considering he was 
one of the most genuine men I have ever known. 

He was a brother in arms as well as a brother in life. Don’t cry 
for Glen. He would not approve of that. Celebrate a man who lived 
well and died with a gun in his hands fighting for those too weak 
to fight for themselves. 

Another former Navy SEAL described Glen this way. He said 
Glen Doherty was a true American hero in every sense of the word. 
He embodied the selfless spirit, unwavering determination to suc- 
ceed, and a dedication to our country that sets the standard for 
what every American should strive to be. 

The loss of this incredible warrior is one that will forever hurt 
this Nation’s heart, as Glen was truly a gift to the many people 
that knew him, and even to the ones who didn’t. There is nothing 
he wouldn’t do to help those that were close to him and he never 
met a stranger that he would not befriend. Glen was one of the fin- 
est men I have ever had the pleasure of knowing. And the brother- 
hood that mourns of the loss of one of its very best. 

And I think that we can as a matter of fact, I know we could say 
the same about your sons. They were gifts to us. And guess what? 
You are also gifts to them. And we’re going to do everything in our 
power, as the chairman said, to get to the bottom of this. But we 
thank you so much for being here. 

Ms. Smith. I do have another question. And it is not really a 
question, but, it is, when I spoke to Obama and Hillary and all the 
rest that I told you about, they all promised me, including Obama, 
that he would get back to me and that it was the fault of the video. 
So don’t tell me that he didn’t know about it. He may have changed 
his mind, but he did tell me that it was the fault of the video. And 
I don’t trust my government anymore because they lie to me. 

Mr. Cummings. Again, I want to thank you all both for being 
here. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

Mr. Jordan. 

Mr. Jordan. Again, I will be brief too. I can’t add to what’s been 
expressed already other than just to say thank you and your family 
for the service to our country for coming here and testifying today. 
God bless you, and I’m committed just like the chairman said to 
getting to the truth, asking every question, getting every witness 
on that witness stand under oath. It’s the way our system works. 
There’s a problem in the executive branch, they have to come here 
in front of Congress under oath and answer questions from the leg- 
islative branch. That’s how you have accountability. That’s how you 
have the checks and balances as the Eounders wanted. And I’m 
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committed to doing that, but again, I just want to thank you for 
you and your family’s courage and the sacrifice that each of your 
families has made for our country. 

Chairman ISSA. Mr. Chaffetz. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Well, thank you, thank you, Mr. Chairman and 
I thank you both for being here. God bless you and your families. 
I just love when Americans, ordinary Americans do extraordinary 
things, and for both of your sons and the others that were involved, 
we can never forget their service, their sacrifice and the millions 
of people, quite frankly, that have gone before them and done as 
well. And I can only hope that my kids will look at what your kids 
did. I just appreciate it. I just want to say thank you. 

As Mr. Jordan said, part of what we do as a Nation which makes 
us different from so many others is we are self-critical, we do look 
hard at these things and that’s why we have this inspired docu- 
ment called the United States Constitution. 

And so you will always have an open door here. We have a duty 
and obligation to find out the truth because you deserve that, our 
country deserves that and we have to make sure that it never ever 
happens again. 

But here is my concern, here is a quote from the President, this 
is November, November IJth, of last year. The President said, “I 
think that it is important for us to find out exactly what happened 
in Benghazi, and I’m happy to cooperate in any ways that Congress 
wants.” 

That has never, ever happened. Not even close. Not even close. 
And it’s sad to me to be 13 months after the fact and look you in 
the eye and tell you, that has never happened. 

This is, again, the President: “We have provided every bit of in- 
formation that we have and we will continue to provide informa- 
tion.” 

Again, it has never, ever happened. The President continued, and 
we have got a full-blown investigation and all that information will 
be disgorged to Congress. 

Again, I’m here to look you in the eye and tell you that hasn’t 
happened either. They told us today the accountability review 
board didn’t even look at the video they didn’t even look into that, 
they didn’t see if that was one of the factors. 

The President continued, and I don’t think there’s any debate in 
this country that when you have four Americans killed that’s a 
problem, and we’ve got to get to the bottom of this and there needs 
to be accountability. 

Thirteen months later there hasn’t been the accountability. That 
hasn’t happened either. 

Finally, the President said, we’ve got to bring those who carried 
this out to justice. And there won’t be any debate from me on that. 
I can tell you as a Member of Congress spending as much time as 
everybody here who is still sitting here by the way, that hasn’t 
happened either. 

And so I know there are a lot of people who say why are you still 
doing this? Why? It is all politics. We’ve been through this. And 
you’re exactly the reason why. And I think if we just lived up to 
the promise that the President of the United States days after an 
election made to the American people, made to you, that’s fine 
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that’s the standard. I just want to live up to what the President 
said. I just want the President to do what he said he would do. 

Do you have any comments, Mrs. Smith? 

Ms. Smith. I have many comments, but I can never bring them 
to mind when I want to. 

Mr. Chaffetz. You’ll think about them tonight, I know that hap- 
pens to all of us. 

Ms. Smith. There are just so many, many things that have hap- 
pened and, I just want my government, I love my country. I love 
my country. But I sure don’t like my government. And if these peo- 
ple are involved in this, why don’t you, why don’t you get them out 
here to tell us their story? Why isn’t Hillary out here telling us? 
It was her department. Why hasn’t she been subpoenaed? Why 
can’t somebody call her get her out here and put her under oath 
and say okay, what did you know? 

Ms. Smith. And hope that maybe she will tell the truth. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Mr. Woods? 

Mr. Woods. I would like to take this opportunity. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Sorry, your microphone again, sir. 

Mr. Woods. I would like to take this opportunity to publicly 
honor Congressman Chaffetz. He has lived up to that promise to 
reach out to my family. After this happened, he gave me his per- 
sonal cell phone number. Once I called him up, he was in the proc- 
ess of taking his children to Disneyland. He took a substantial 
chunk of his family’s time out to talk with me. 

He was so concerned about this that in October, right after it 
happened, when it was still fresh, he went back to Benghazi, a very 
dangerous place, or back to Libya with General Ham. And before 
General Ham was compromised possibly, we don’t know, he asked 
him that very pointed question about whether, you know, there 
were assets and whether there was an order to stand down. 

Now, I’m old school. I keep my brains in my shirt pocket. I’m not 
the sharpest person in the world, so I have to write important 
things down, and this is what General Ham told Jason Chaffetz. 
General Ham told the Joint Chiefs of Staff the forces were avail- 
able but no order to use them was given. That is in direct conflict 
to page 23 of the ARB report. We need to have public testimony, 
where the public can judge credibility and find out whether one is 
credible or the other. Jason Chaffetz is a man of impeccable credi- 
bility. There’s no question. 

Mr. Chaffetz. You’re very kind, too kind. God bless you both, 
thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to hear from the survivors who were on 
the ground that night. It needs to be in public so the country can 
hear it, so these families can hear it. Those that survived the at- 
tacks in Benghazi are the ones that we have to hear from. 

Yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. 

We now go to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Meehan. 

Mr. Meehan. A grateful Nation thanks you for the sacrifice of 
your children, the service of your children, and the sacrifice of your 
families. 

My prayers are with you, and I’ll be inspired by your courage 
and testimony here today to assure that we do what we can to con- 
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tinue to try to get you answers, and I thank you for your courage 
being here. 

I yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. Mr. Gowdy. 

Mr. Gowdy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Smith and Mr. Woods, I want to express on a personal level 
my gratitude and my sympathy to you for the loss of your sons and 
to everyone that loved your sons and all of the four victims of 
Benghazi. And when you were testifying, I couldn’t help but think 
of this dichotomy of death that sometimes it walks slowly to the 
front door of your life and it gives you plenty of time to get your 
affairs in order: You’ve had a good life. You have time to say good- 
bye to the people you love. You have time to offer a prayer for your 
soul. It just walks slowly and knocks gently on the front door. 

And then sometimes it kicks in the front door unexpectedly with 
no notice, and you don’t even have time to offer a prayer. 

The word “closure” is used all the time, and my experience is it’s 
only used by people who have never suffered the loss of a child be- 
cause there is no closure. I can’t offer you closure. What I hope we 
can offer you is the truth, facts, justice, and let you do with that 
what you need to do as you walk down that road we call grief 

So we can’t give you closure, just the facts, the truth, and the 
real jury, Mr. Woods and Ms. Smith, is the American people. 
They’re the ones watching this trial unfold, and they will decide. 
They heard this morning a perspective that everything that can be 
investigated has been investigated, everything. That’s one perspec- 
tive. 

The other perspective is you didn’t even bother to interview some 
of the central key eyewitnesses. And the American people are going 
to have to decide whether or not they would ever tolerate an inves- 
tigation where you don’t call eyewitnesses and you don’t call the 
people responsible for whatever the duty was. 

But I want to leave you with this, I want you to know this, from 
the upstate of South Carolina, I am asked about Benghazi more 
than any other issue. It has not been forgotten. I suspect you both 
live a long ways from the upstate of South Carolina, but just know. 
Republican, Democrat, independent, don’t know, don’t care, from 
church to the grocery store to Costco, frankly, to the golf course, 
I am asked about Benghazi and, in effect, about your sons more 
than any other issue. So the jury has not forgotten. 

Ms. Smith. Get answers, please. 

Mr. Gowdy. Yes, ma’am. I will work with Mr. Chaffetz, whom I 
agree with you on your characterization of, and the others, and 
frankly, there are folks on both sides 

Mr. Woods. Right. 

Mr. Gowdy. — who want to find out, and I appreciate the fact 
that Mr. Cummings has been here all day. I can’t give you closure. 
I just want to give you the facts and the truth and justice and let 
you use it however you need to use it. 

Yield back. 

Chairman IsSA. Thank you. 

The gentlelady from California, Ms. Speier. 

Ms. Speier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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To Ms. Smith and Mr. Woods, we have no idea what you’re going 
through. Even those of us who have lost spouses and endured hor- 
rific experiences have no idea, but we are a grateful country for the 
service of your sons, and we want to see that the truth bears out. 

We also want to make sure that this doesn’t ever happen again, 
and we know you’re here in part because you don’t want to see 
anyone else go through this. 

And I think it would be helpful to us to hear about your sons. 
So if you could just take a couple of minutes each and talk about 
how wonderful they were. I mean, Mr. Woods, I believe your son 
was a Navy SEAL and served in some of the most dangerous places 
on the planet to protect our country. Could you just tell us a little 
bit about each of your sons? 

Mr. Woods. I was told that Ty was a SEAL among SEALs. He 
was an alpha male among alpha males. We sat around when the 
bodies were coming in with several of his SEAL friends, and we 
were exchanging stories like what you’re asking for. They ex- 
changed a story with me that I had never heard before, and one 
was that Ty was two things, a man of incredible physical and 
moral strength. He would not allow what they would refer to or he 
would refer to, he would use the word “smoke and mirrors.” He 
would not allow any breach of integrity. He could bench press over 
500 pounds. You’ve seen a picture of his arms, okay? Obviously, a 
recessive gene. And once someone in authority lied to him, gave 
him smoke and mirrors, he took that strong Navy SEAL arm of his, 
lifted the person up by this part of their body, and said, in Navy 
SEAL language. I’ll paraphrase, “don’t ever lie to me again. No 
more smoke and mirrors.” 

If Ty — and I seriously think there’s a very good chance up in 
heaven he might know more about this hearing than anyone in this 
room knows right now. He might know about the lack of integrity. 
He might take one of those people who, you can kind of paint the 
picture, who has shown smoke and mirrors, and figuratively speak- 
ing lifted that person up and said, “no more lies, no more smoke 
and mirrors.” That’s what Ty would want. Thank you. 

Ms. Speier. Ms. Smith. 

Ms. Smith. I keep — I’m not a good button pusher. Sean was mar- 
ried. I didn’t see very much of him toward the end. He was sta- 
tioned in The Hague. I didn’t know about Benghazi. I didn’t know 
anything about Benghazi. Now I even learned how to spell it, 
which took a little bit, but he said he was always being sent out 
to various different places. And he would call me all the time, and 
I would call him all the time. And we kept in touch that way, 
and — I was 38 before I even had him. I was told I couldn’t have 
kids, but my family called him Patsy’s kid because that was my 
kid, my miracle baby. Well, my miracle baby was abandoned in 
Benghazi that I couldn’t spell before, but I can now, and he was — 
I don’t know what to say about him. He was just a wonderful kid, 
and I loved the hell out of him, and I always will. I don’t know 
what else to say. 

Ms. Speier. Thank you. 

I yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. Thank you. 

The gentlelady yields back. 
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We now go to the gentlelady from Wyoming, Mrs. Lummis. 

Mrs. Lummis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. Smith, could I ask you to introduce some of your family 
members who are with you here today? 

Ms. Smith. Okay. This is my friend Don, Don Howard. 

Mrs. Lummis. Hello, Don. 

Ms. Smith. And that’s it. 

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. Well, I’m so pleased that, Don, you’re with 
us as well. 

Ms. Smith. Don. Don. 

Mrs. Lummis. Don, yes, thank you so much for being with us. 

And Mr. Woods, could you introduce your family members who 
are with you today? 

Mr. Woods. Well, I brought two of Ty’s sisters. And one is Joy. 
She’s the oldest. She’s a senior in high school. And Hope, she’s an 
eighth grader. They also have another sister by the name of Faith. 

Mrs. Lummis. Well, I thank you for introducing your family 
members, and there’s a verse in the Bible that says. Surely good- 
ness and mercy shall follow me all the days of my life. In your case, 
Mr. Woods, surely Hope and Joy will follow you all the days of your 
life and Faith as well. So you can rest assured that your family will 
be enormously supportive of each other as you endure this loss, and 
that you will fill a hole in Ty’s life that their father would deeply 
appreciate, so thank God for family and for you all. 

And Ms. Smith, I want to hope for you that you’ll have the peace 
of God because, like Mr. Gowdy, the people that I represent visit 
about you and your children and what they did for our country 
with me frequently in the great hope that we will continue to 
search for answers. And I want to congratulate the chairman of 
this committee, the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Chaffetz, 
and all the gentlemen with whom I serve on my side of the aisle 
and all the gentlemen and ladies with whom I serve on the other 
side of the aisle who are in relentless pursuit of the truth. 

I, too, Mrs. Smith, hear from many of my constituents that they 
don’t trust their government anymore. And it’s among the saddest 
things that I hear from my constituents, and it makes me sad to 
hear it from you here today. But that’s why we’re here. That’s why 
we were elected, to restore people’s trust in their own government, 
and on this issue, trust will not be restored until we get to the 
truth, and so we will continue to seek the truth. We appreciate 
your participation, and we wish you God’s good graces as we con- 
tinue to pursue the truth. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentlelady. 

We now go to the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Walberg. 

Mr. Walberg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I guess what I want to say to you two is that as a Member 
from Michigan, a Member who understands my position rep- 
resenting a district, not even a State but a district, but that district 
is made up of people who expect us to stand firmly behind the Con- 
stitution, the oath of office we’ve taken, which involves defending 
and protecting our citizens against all enemies, both foreign and 
domestic. 
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There are times when a bureaucratic maze sometimes becomes 
the enemy of a good and great country, which is none other than 
a good and great people. Your sons were good and great people. 
Their memories will continue to expand the opportunities for defin- 
ing what good and great is in the context of America. My sons and 
daughter, my grandsons and granddaughter, when they hear the 
story that I will tell them, regardless of what the history books say 
about the heroes of Benghazi, and I’ve learned to spell it now, too, 
Ms. Smith, with an H in it. 

Ms. Smith. Yes. 

Mr. Walberg. They will hear the story of men who rushed in, 
men who stood firm, men who understood the cost and ultimately 
gave the supreme sacrifice, but I hope they also hear the rest of 
the story from me, that I was privileged to serve in a Congress that 
didn’t stop looking for and achieving the truth. 

I’m not looking for a pound of flesh. I’m not looking even for pun- 
ishment, though I think it ought to be meted out, but I’m looking 
for the truth. Your family members would have done no less, and 
so I can’t ask you any questions, but I can assure you of my com- 
mitment to continue the effort toward truth that would honor your 
sons and our great country, and I yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. 

We now go to the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. Lankford. 

Mr. Lankford. Bless you all for a very long day. I cannot imag- 
ine what it was like to start the travel here and to know that the 
destination was going to end up right here where you are right now 
after a very, very long day, so thank you. I am overwhelmed with 
Psalm 34:18, where it says. The Lord is near the brokenhearted, 
and He saves those who are crushed in spirit. And I pray that for 
you and for your family that you will experience the closeness and 
nearness of God and the comfort that only He can provide in this. 

Here’s another city you may not be able to spell, Ms. Smith. Like 
Benghazi, all of us learned how to spell that, Wewoka, Oklahoma. 

Ms. Smith. What is that? 

Mr. Lankford. Wewoka, Oklahoma. 

Ms. Smith. Wewoka? 

Mr. Lankford. Is a tiny little town in my district, and in August, 
I held a town hall meeting in Wewoka, Oklahoma, a town you’ve 
never heard of until just right now. 

Ms. Smith. That’s right. 

Mr. Lankford. And they asked me about Benghazi, and they 
wanted to know in small town Oklahoma what’s being done to get 
the facts out and hold people in Libya that did this to account. 
There are people all over the country that care deeply about this, 
small towns and big towns, and they stand with you. And I thought 
you needed to know that today, that the good folks in Wewoka, 
Oklahoma, care deeply about what’s going on as well as in big 
towns. 

Ms. Smith. Okay. I’m going to look you up. 

Mr. Lankford. Well, you need to look it up, yeah. Go to Okla- 
homa City and move east, and you’ll find Wewoka out there. 

Ms. Smith. Okay. 

Mr. Lankford. Grateful that you all are here. Thank you for 
being a part of this day, and please keep us informed of the ques- 
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tions that you have. It is important that you receive what you were 
promised, and that’s the facts and the truth, and we want to help 
in that in every way we can. 

With that, I yield back. 

Chairman ISSA. I thank the gentleman. 

We now go to the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Bentivolio. 

Mr. Bentivolio. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Smith, Mr. Woods, I would like to echo and reiterate what 
my colleagues have said earlier and their sentiments and know in 
your hearts I grieve with you. I feel your — I share your frustrations 
in finding the truth. I was never a career politician. I served 26 
years part time and full time in the military and served in Vietnam 
and Iraq Freedom. Since I’ve been here in Washington, and I’m 
new, I started January 3rd, and I came to the realization that the 
hardest thing to find here in Washington is the truth. 

Ms. Smith. True. 

Mr. Bentivolio. It’s a rare thing. With the verbal two-steps, the 
shuffle, the verbal moonwalk, the dodge, and all of those smoke 
and mirrors, it’s pretty hard to find it. And I feel your frustration 
and understand exactly what you mean when you say, I love my 
country, but my government is a problem. Yep. But I want you to 
know that I’m joining and have joined because one of the reasons 
I came here was to find out what actually happened in Benghazi. 
As a soldier, I always believed in the warrior ethos, never leave one 
of our own behind, and I know in the unit that I came from we 
have, we hold that warrior ethos pretty high, with high regard, and 
the people I served with, well, like your losts, strived valiantly, en- 
dured greatly in service to our country. My office is open and at 
your service, whatever you need, don’t hesitate to ask. I’m sure it 
applies to everyone here. 

Thank you, God bless you. 

Ms. Smith. Thank you. 

Mr. Bentivolio. I yield back my time. 

Chairman IsSA. I thank the gentleman. 

I guess I’m the last “thank you.” It’s been a long day. It’s been 
a long year, longer for you than for any two people we could pos- 
sibly conceive of. Both for you and for the other surviving family 
members that are not here today, we thank you for your comments 
and statements, including the written statements you heard me 
read at the beginning. 

I don’t think any words are going to equal what has to be done, 
so I told you a little bit about what this committee is doing. You 
saw people with differing opinions on the dais. The opinion that ul- 
timately matters is the opinion of the Speaker of the House. The 
Speaker of the House has authorized repeatedly the investigation 
to continue, the subpoenas, and all the work that we’re doing. And 
I’m quite sure that as long as John Boehner is Speaker, I will have 
the ability and the authority to continue getting to the bottom of 
this. 

And since we’re all piling on, on Mr. Chaffetz, the fact is that I 
have a team that you saw a great many of today, and they, too, 
will continue to have that ability to go anywhere anytime and get 
to the truth. It takes a long time, and for that, I apologize. But we 
haven’t quit, and we won’t quit. 



120 


Mr. Woods, I can only say that it’s seldom I would note for the 
record that my sister Faith, my sister Hope, and my departed sis- 
ter Willow would be very proud of the naming practices within 
your family, and with that one light note of the day, we stand ad- 
journed. Thank you. 

Mr. Woods. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 3:24 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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Kate Doherty Quigley 
Marblehead, MA 01945 


September 12, 2013 


Honorable Darrell Issa 
Chairman 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chaimian: 

Thank you for your invitation to participate in the Cormnittee’s September 19, 2013, 
hearing concerning the attack on U.S. facilities on September 1 1, 2012, during which four 
Americans, including my brother Glen Doherty, were killed. I am unable to do so, but submit for 
the Committee’s consideration the following questions concerning the events that led to my 
brother’s death in particular. I ask them because 1 am unaware that answers to these questions 
have been provided. 

My understanding is that it took eight hours for the rescue team from Tripoli to travel 200 
miles to reach their destination in Benghazi, that there were no dedicated transportation assets in 
place, and that the team received no help getting through barriers like the Benghazi airport and 
checkpoints in that city. If this is correct, why was it so, given the urgency of the mission? 
Recognizing the difficulty of “what ifs”, I nonetheless ask, if those conditions had been different, 
would there have been a less tragic outcome? 

Glen lived his life to the fullest and took pride in teaching others how to be their best. 
Glen died serving with men he respected, protecting the freedoms we enjoy as Americans and 
doing something he loved. He is an American Hero to those who did not know him; but for 
tho.se who did know him, he is a best friend who leaves behind a giant hole in our hearts. 

My thanks go out to all those in Congress and the Administration who strive to learn 
what mistakes were made that night so that U.S. personnel can be better protected in the future. 


Sincerely, 



cc; Ranking .Member Elijah Cummings 
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Chris Stevens died in the service of his country. He died doing what 
he loved most — working to build bridges of understanding and 
mutual respect between the people of the United States and the 
people of the Middle East and North Africa. 

He was loved by many more Libyans than those who hated him for 
being an American. A few dozen fanatics penetrated his compound. 
More than 30,000 people in Benghazi demonstrated in protest over 
his death. 

Chris was successful because he embodied the traits that have always 
endeared America to the world — a commitment to democratic 
principles, and respect for others, regardless of race, religion or 
culture. Chris regarded and liked each person he met as an individual. 
He respected their views, whether or not he agreed. 

One of his friends told us a tale that reflects his success on a small 
scale. Picnicking in the Libyan countryside, they met a local family. 
Chris immediately greeted them and suggested that they be 
photographed together. The young son of the patriarch of the family, 
suspicious and negative toward Americans, refused to participate. So 
Chris continued chatting with the others. When it was time to leave, 
the initially suspicious son presented Chris with a bouquet of flowers. 
"This is because you were so respectful to my father," he said. 

Chris was not willing to be the kind of diplomat who would strut 
around in fortified compounds. He amazed and impressed the 
Libyans by walking the streets with the lightest of escorts, sitting in 
sidewalk cafes, chatting with passers-by. There was a risk to being 
accessible. He knew it, and he accepted it. 

What Chris never would have accepted was the idea that his death 
would be used for political purposes. There were security 
shortcomings, no doubt. Both internal and outside investigations 
have identified and publicly disclosed them. Steps are being taken to 
prevent their reoccurrence. 
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Chris would not have wanted to be remembered as a victim. Chris 
knew, and accepted, that he was working under dangerous 
circumstances. He did so — just as so many of our diplomatic and 
development professionals do every day — because he believed the 
work was vitally important. He would have wanted the critical work 
he was doing to build bridges of mutual understanding and respect — 
the kind of work that made him literally thousands of friends and 
admirers across the broader Middle East — to continue. 

So rather than engage in endless recriminations, his family is working 
to continue building the bridges he so successfully began. 

One year ago this week, in response to a tremendous outpouring of 
support from around the world, we launched the J. Christopher 
Stevens Fund. The mission of the Fund is to support activities that 
build bridges between the people of the United States and those of the 
broader Middle East. This was the mission to which Chris dedicated 
his life. 

We are grateful for each contribution received - from friends and 
family, from the Government of Libya, and from people near and far 
moved by Chris and his story. 

In the coming weeks and months, we will launch a number of 
innovative programs and initiatives. The focus of our activity is on 
young people, both here in America and across the Middle East and 
North Africa. 

Chris served in the Peace Corps in Morocco, and his death was felt 
acutely by the Peace Corps family. Last year, in response to 
numerous queries from returned Peace Corps Volunteers during 
Peace Corps Week, we encouraged returned volunteers to fan out 
across America and speak with youth about their experiences 
abroad. We are now working with the Peace Corps to expand their 
reach into schools and communities across this country. 
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The Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of California, 
Berkeley, where Chris studied as an undergraduate, announced on 
Sept 11 the Ambassador J. Christopher Stevens Memorial Fund for 
Middle Eastern Studies, endowed by the J. Christopher Stevens Fund. 
Our purpose is to encourage and inspire students in Middle Eastern 
and North African scholarship. 

In Piedmont, CA, where Chris spent his teen years, the Piedmont 
Unified School District Board of Education has voted to name the 
Piedmont High library the Ambassador Christopher Stevens 
Memorial Library. Chris was inspired by the Piedmont High School 
motto “Achieve the Honorable”. 

Later this fall, together with a coalition of public and private partners, 
we will launch the J. Christopher Stevens Virtual Exchange Initiative. 
This initiative will embrace the power of technology to fuel the largest 
ever increase in people-to-people exchanges between the United 
States and the broader Middle East, vastly increasing the number and 
diversity of youth who have a meaningful cross-cultural experience as 
part of their formative education, and reaching over one million 
youth by 2020. 

Later this year, the University of California’s Hastings College of the 
Law, from which Chris graduated in 1989, will host the Ambassador 
J. Christopher Stevens Symposium. The event will emphasize law 
and public policy as used in practice to advance global understanding 
and peace, principles to which Chris was committed. 

There have been more awards bestowed, and honors given, in Chris’ 
memory than we could have ever thought possible. But as we’ve said 
before, we have received letters from thousands of people all over the 
world who were touched by Chris’ example. His openness touched a 
chord in their hearts. 

Chris would have wanted to be remembered for that. 

Thank you. The Family of Chris Stevens 
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presence in Benghazi tluough the end of calendar year 2012. 

Charlene Lamb 

Deputy Assistant Secretary! for International Programs 

The ARB cited Charlene Lamb for failing to provide the requested number of diplomatic seciuity 
agents at the Benghazi mission and ignoring efforts by her subordinates to improve the staffing 
challenges at the mission. Lamb was placed on administrative leave m December 2012. 

Lee Lohman 

Executive Director, Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 

Lee Lohman was the Executive Director of the Bmeaii of Neai' Eastern Affairs. Loluiian 
testified that Raymond Maxwell was not involved in any decisions pertaining to the security at 
Bengliazi. and that Patrick Keiuiedy was higlily involved with seciuity decisions that affected 
Benghazi. 

Raymond Maxwell 

Deputy Assistant Secretary! for Maghreb Affairs 

Raymond Maxwell was the only individual in the Btu eau of Near Eastern Affairs with whom the 
ARB found fault for the Bengliazi attacks. Several wihiesses testified tliat both the ARB and the 
State Depaitmeiit treated Maxwell luifairly. Maxwell was placed on administrative leave in 
December 2012. 

Brian Papanu 

Desk Officer, Libya 

Brian Papanu served as the Desk Officer for Libya. He was responsible for obtaining temporaiy 
duty staff for Libya and served as a liaison between Washington, D.C. and Tripoli. 

William Roebuck 

Director, Office of Maghreb Affairs 
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William Roebuck is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Maghreb Affairs — the position 
previously held by Raymond Maxwell, He served as the Chai'ge d’Aflaires to Libya from 
January to .Time 2013. Prior to that post, he served as the Director of the Office of Maglireb 
Affairs, where lie was one of the most knowledgeable policymakers on Libya in the State 
Department. Roebuck considered shutting down the Bengliazi mission due to lack of securitjf. 

> Accountability Review Board 

Thomas R. Pickering 

Chairman 

During his distinguished caieer, Thomas Pickering seived as U.S. Ambassador to Jordan, 
Nigeria, El Salvador, Israel, India, Russia, and the United Nations. Pickering has also seived as 
Under Secretaiy for Political Affairs, the State Depaitraent’s foiiith-highest ranking official. 

Michael G. Mullen 

Vice Cbairinan 

Michael Mullen is a retired four-star Navy admiral who served tivo terais as the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the highest ranking officer in the U.S, Aimed Forces. 

Catherine A. Bertini 

Catherine Bertini is a former Executive Director of the United Nations World Food Programme. 
She later seiv'ed as former Assistant Secretary of Food and Consumer Services at the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. She is cuirently on the faculty at Syracuse University. 

Richard J. Shinnick 

During his long caieer with the Foreign Service, Richaid Shiimick seived as tlie Director for the 
Bureau of Overseas Building.s and Operations, Executive Director of the Biueaii of Near Easteni 
and South Asian Affah s, and Executive Director of the Executive Secretaiiat. Shiimick has 
extensive experience in the Under Secretariat for Management. 

Hugh J. Turner HI 

Hugli Tunier is a fonner senior Intelligence Counmuiity official, and seived as the Deputy 
Director of Operations for the Central hitelligence Agency. 
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Glos^^ry_^ _ 

ARB ~ Accoimtability Review Board 
DNI - Director of National Intelligence 
DOD - Depailnient of Defense 

DS - Biu eau of Diplomatic Security, U.S. Dcpai tment of State 

DSS - Diplomatic Security Sei-vice. Bureau of Diplomatic Security, U.S. Department of State 
DS/IP- Bureau of Diplomatic Security, International Programs Office, U.S. Department of State 
HFAC - US. House of Representatives. Committee on Foreign Affans 
lED ~ Improvised Explosive Device 
LES - Eocally Employed Staff 

M/PRI - Office of Management Policy, Riglitsizinp and Innovation, U.S. Department of State 
MSG - Marine Security Guard 

NEA -Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, U.S. Department of State 

NSS - National Security Staff 

OSPB - Overseas .Security Policy Board 

RSO - Regional Security Officer 

SECCA - Seciu'e Embassy Constnictiou and Coimterterrorisin Act of 1999 
SST - Secinity Support Team 
TDY - Teinporaiy Duty Assigmiieiit 
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Benghazi Accountability Review Board: Ke y Con cerns 


• The structure of the ARB and culluie within the State Department raised questions about 
the independence and integr ity of the review. 

• The ARB blamed systemic failures and leadership and management deficiencies within 
two bureaus, but downplayed the importance of decisions made at senior levels of the 
Department. Witnesses questioned how much these decisions influenced the weaknesses 
that led to tire inadequate security posline in Benghazi. 

• Witnesses questioned whether the ARB went far enough in considering the challenges of 
expeditionary diplomacy'. 

• The ARB’s decision to cite certain ofttcials as accountable for what happened in 
Benghazi appears to have been based on factors tliat had little or no cormectiou to the 
secmity poshire at U.S. diplomatic facilities in Libya. 

• The haphazard decision to place the four officials cited by the ARB on paid 
administrative leave created the appearance that former Secretary Hillary Clinton’s 
decision to arinomrce action against the individuals named in the ARB report was more of 
a public relations strategy than a nreasiued r esponse to a tragedy. 


Benghazi Accountability Review Bo ard: Unanswered Questions 


• What specific documentary evidence and witness testimony did the ARB review to reach 
its coachisioiis? 

• What changes are necessary to eliminate the real or per ceived lack of independence in the 
ARB structure? 

• Did Secretary Clinton have views on the need to extend the Bengliazi mission, both in the 
fall of 201 1 and summer of 2012? Was she consulted on these questions and what, if 
any, influeiice did her opinion have on the Department’s decisions? 

• Is the State Department resistant to elevating the importance of security' considerations? 

• WTiy did the State Depaitment fail to establish an Under Secretary for Security, as 
recommended by an external review and approved by Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albiiglit, following the attacks in East Africa in 1998? 

• Why did the Best Practices Panel strorrgly reconunend that the State Department establish 
an Under Secretary for Secmity? Why did the Bengliazi ARB not recommend such a 
change? 
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• Wliy did it take the State Department eight months to evaluate the perfomiance of the 
four individuals placed on administrative leave? Wliat information did Secretary Keny 
and his staff review as part of that process? Who was involved in the process? 

• How much did the decision to extend the Benghazi mission as a temporary facility limit 
the Depaiiment’s ability to provide security resources? 

• Who should be held accountable for deciding to extend the Benghazi mission as a 
temporary facility? 
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Executive Sumrrmry 


The September 1 1, 2012 terrorist attacks oir the U.S. diplomatic facilities in Bengliazi, 
Libya resulted in a tragic and imnecessaiy loss of American life. Tlie attacks also raise a number 
of important and substantive questions about U.S. foreigit policy, with which policymakers will 
have to grapple for some time. A key area for further discussion and analysis is the balance 
between tire U.S. Department of State’s policy imperative of operating diplomatic outposts 
abroad and the security realities of doing so in dangerous and unstable environments such as 
Libya. 


Pursuant to statutory requirement trader the Omnibus Diplomatic Secraity and Tenorisnr 
Act of 1986, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton convened art Accoirrrtability Review Board 
(ARB) shortly after the attacks to address these questions. The five-member Board courprised 
distirrguished public servants, including Chairman Thomas Pickering, forurer U.S. Ambassador 
to six coimtries and the United Nations, and Vice Chairman Michael Mirllerr, former Chaimrarr 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

The ARB operated itrrder significant time pressme, completing its work and issuirrg a 
final report in jirst over two irroirtlrs. The State Departrrreirt widely supported the ARB’s 
recornmeudations, aird sought to implemeirt them without hesitation. For some, including the 
Departrrrent itself, this report represented the final word on the internal failures that contributed 
to the tragedy in Benghazi. For others, however, the report overvalued certain facts, overlooked 
others, and failed to address systemic tissues that have long plagued the State Department. 

In order to address these concenis, the Conrarittee held a hearing on May 8, 2013, 
entitled, “Benghazi: Exposing Failure and Recognizing Courage.” Not only did the testimony of 
tlu'ee State Department officials — Mark Thompson, Eric Nordstrom, and Gregoiy Hicks — 
provide important infonnation to Committee Members about the fateful attacks, it raised 
additional question-s about the attacks as well as the ARB’s work. In light of these questions, the 
Committee initiated a comprehensive investigation of the .ARB procedmes, findings, and 
recommendatioiis. Understanding how the ARB reached its conclusions informs the 
Committee’s interest in ensming that this process remains efficient and effective, and that U.S. 
diplomats are able to avoid sihiations that compromise their safety or their mission. This effort 
supplements and informs the Committee’s ongoing, independent evaluation of the facts and 
circumstances of what transpired before, dm ing, and after the attacks on Benghazi. 

Since the May 8 hearing, the Committee has taken a number of steps to advance the 
Benghazi investigation. During that time, the Committee has obtained testimony from more than 
a dozen witnesses, conductmg more than 50 hours of transcribed interviews. The Coimnittee has 
requested additional interviews, including of survivors of the attacks. Tire Department has thus 
far declined to make these individuals available, despite the fact that these individuals were made 
available to the ARB and media outlets. Conmiittee investigators have reviewed more tlian 
25,000 pages of documents. The Department continues to identify new material responsive to 
numerous requests fr om the Cormnittee. The Department's failru e to produce responsive 
materials has left the Committee with no alternative but to issue subpoenas. Overall, despite 
many Committee attempts at accommodatrou, the State Departinerrt has been exceedrugly 
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imcooperative with the Coimiiittee’s investigation of the attacks on Bengliazi. Still, the 
Committee has been able to leant a gieat deal about tlte AEUB’s work. 

Wiile identifying positive and productive aspects of the ARB’s review, witnesses 
inteiviewed by the Conmiittee raised a munber of significant concerns with the ARB process, 
findings, and recommendations. Most notably, several witnesses questioned the ARB’s findings 
regarding the fom' Depaitment employees held “accountable” for Bengliazi. hi some cases the 
ARB appeared to hold individuals accoiuitable for actions which had uotliing to do with security 
in Benghazi. In other cases, the ARB coirectly identified poor individual decisions while 
apparently failing to take mto accoimt decisions made by more senior Department officials. 

Such senior-level decisions played an equal if not greater role in the vulnerability of the U.S. 
diplomatic mission hi Benghazi, hi particular', the ARB did not adequately address the decision 
by Depaitment leadership to operate the Bengliazi mission as a temporary and particulaily ill- 
defended outpost of what It calls “expeditioiiaiy diplomacy.” Nor did the ARB hold any 
individuals accountable for that decision. 

The State Department’s response to tlie ARB’s findings on accountability is equally 
troubling. Secretary Clinton immediately relieved the fom employees identified by the ARB of 
their duties and subsequently placed them on administrative leave - an ainbiguoiis status akin to 
bureaucratic limbo. The Department misled these employees about w'hat adnimisti ative leave 
entailed, did not allow the employees to challenge tins decision, and fiirther prohibited them 
access to tlie classified ARB Report, wliicli contained the evidence against them. Moreover, tlie 
ARB failed to question these employees on the veiy topics for which they were held accoimtable. 
Last month, after eight montlis of paid administrative leave. Secretary of State Jolui Kerry 
reinstated these foui' employees to Department service. Therefore, one year after the Benghazi 
attacks, no one at the State Department has been fired for their role leading up to the Ben^azi 
attacks. It appeal's increasingly likely tlie Department’s prhiiaiy objective was to create the 
public appearance of accountability. 

In addition, witnesses questioned whether tlie ARB properly addi essed the challenges of 
increasing reliance on “expeditionary diplomacy.” Some witnesses and stakeholders suggested 
that the ARB’s recommendations improve on past failiu'es but do not go fai' enough in striking 
the rigid balance between policy objectives and seemity realities. Wliile the U.S, cannot advance 
its national interests from concrete bunkers and there is no such thing as 100 percent seemity, the 
higliest levels of tlie Depaitnieiit iiinst establish a clear' line of responsibility for balaricitig 
foreign policy objecfive.s with diplomatic securitj’. Orre of the ARB’s recommendations was that 
the State Department convene an independent best practices panel, comprised of security experts. 
The Panel identified a number of areas for iinproveiueiit that the ARB did not addres.s. 

This interinr report focuses exclusively on the ARB and its shortcomings. Wliile the 
Committee presents cunent observations about the ARB gleaned tluougli it.s investigation, it has 
also identified areas for fiu'tlier inquiry. Indeed, many serious questions smrouiiding Benghazi 
have gone iinairswered. The Committee will continue its investigation wherever the facts lead. 
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Background 


On September 11, 2012 — now more than one year ago — anned extremists attacked a 
U.S. diplomatic facility in Benghazi, Libya. During these major attacks, terrorists overwhelmed 
the facility’s guards and set fue to stmctures within the compoimd before diplomatic personnel 
inside could escape or reinforcements arrived. Four U.S. personnel were killed; Ambassador 
Christopher Stevens; State Depaitment Infonnation Officer Sean Smitli; and two Amencau 
seciuity officers — and former U.S. Navy SEALs — Tyrone Woods and Glen Doherty. 

On October 3, 2012, then-Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clmton aimounced that the 
U.S. Department of State would convene an Accountability Review Board (.ARB, or Board) to 
“examine tlte facts and circumstances of the attacks and to report findings and recommendations 
as it deems appropriate.”’ hi addition, the Board was responsible for determining whether a 
“breach of duty” by any federal employee contributed to the attacks in Benghazi. 

Approximately ten week.s later, on December 18, 2012, Secretary Clinton delivered the 
ARB Report to Congress.” Among other fmdmgs, the ARB concluded tliat “systemic failures 
and leadership and management deficiencies at senior levels within two bureaus” were to blame 
for the “inadequate” security postiuc at the U.S. facilities in Benghazi.^ 

The Adminish ation has used this congiessionally-niandated report to deflect questions 
about what transpired in Benghazi. Until the report was issued, Secretary Clinton and other 
Obama Adminishation officials regular ly refiised to answer questions about what happened in 
Bengltazi. citing the ongoing ARB review. After the ARB Report was issued in December, 
Clinton and other top officials routinely refen ed questioners to the conclusions of the ARB 
Report. The Wliite House and the State Department pointed to the ARB and its Report as the 
definitive final word on the failures that led to the attacks in Benghazi. Wliite House Press 
Secretary Jay Carney stated: 

The Accoiuitabiiity Review Board which investigated this matter — and I 
tliink ill no one's estimation sugarcoated what happened lliere or pulled 
any punches when it came to holding accountable individuals that they felt 
had not successfully executed their responsibilities — hoard fiom everyone 
and invited everyone. So there was a clear irrdication there tliat everyone 
who had sometlriiig to say was welcome to provide infonnation to the 
Accountability Review Board.’' 


‘ Fed. Reg., Vol. 77, No, 193 (Oct. 4, 2012), at 60741, Pub. Notice 8052, 

" Lefter from Hon, Hillary R. Clinton, Sec'y. U.S. Dep’t of State, to Hon. Jolm F. Keny, Chairman, Comm, on 
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate (Dec. 18, 2012). 

^ Accountability Review Board, U.S. Dep't of State. Report (Dec. 18. 2012), available oi 
http :/Avwwcstate.gov/dociunents/organizatioii/202446.pdf [hereinafter ARB Report]. 

^ The White House, Office of the Press Sec’y, Press Briefuig by Press Sec'y .Tay Carney (May 1, 2013). 
http:.'VwViW.whitehouse.gov./the-press-office.''2013/05/01/press-briefuig-piess-.secretaiy-jay-cai-ney-512013. 
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State Department spokesman Patrick Ventrell fitither stated, “We think that we’ve done an 
independent investigation, that it’s been transparent, thorougli, credible, and detailed, and . . , 
we’ve shared those findings witli the U.S. Congress.”' 

Months later. President Obama held up the work of the ARB as the symbol of the 
Administration’s effort to identify the problems that led to the inadequate security postine in 
Benghazi. In response to a question about Bengliazi at a May 13, 2013 press conference, the 
President said: 

The day after it happened, I acknowledged that tliis was an act of 
terrorism, and what I pledged to the American people is we would find out 
what happened, we would make sme tliat it did not happen again, and w'e 
would make sure we held accountable those who peipebated this terrible 
crime. That’s exactly what we’ve been tiyirrg to do. Over the last several 
months, there was a review board headed by two distinguished Arrrericaus 
- Mrke Mullen and Totrr Pickering - who investigated every element of 
this.^ 

Although the ARB made several fitrditrgs tlrat are coirsistent with facts uncovered by 
congr essional irrvestigators, the Committee’s investigation has r evealed that ARB did not go far 
enough in addressing systemic weaknesses within the State Deparirrrent. In addition, while there 
is no qirestion tlrat the real accorriitabilify rests with the tenorists who carried out these heirrous 
acts, the evidence tire Committee has tmeovered to date suggests that some of tire ARB’s 
findings related to accountability wrthin the Slate Depailrneirl were Hawed. 


Secretary Clinton was required by law to convene an Accountability 
Review Board, 

Secretary Clinton convened the ARB pursuant to the Omnibus Diplomatic Security and 
Antiten'orisrn Act of 1986 (the Act), which slates that “in any case of seriorrs injuiy, loss of life, 
or significant desfarretion of property at, or related to. a United States Goveniment mission 
abroad ... the Secretary of State shall convene an Accountabrlity Review Board.”’ The 
Benglrazi ARB was the nirreteenth Accountability Review Bear’d held sirree 1988.® 


^ James Rosen. Stafe Department's Benghazi revmv panel under un'estigation. I-OXNews, May 2, 201.^, 

http;//v\’w^v.foxnews.conv'polirics/2013/05/02/slate-department-bengha2i-review-paiiel-undei-i!ivestigatioti-fox- 

news-confinns/Wix2z2ebmbG4yW. 

^ Remarks of President Barack Obama at a joint press conference with Prime Minister David Cameron (May 13, 
2013), 

Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antitenorism Act of 1986. 22 U.S.C. § 48.31(aXl) 

® Sec’y of State Hillaiy Rodham Clinton. Test. Before S. Comm, on Foreign Relations (Jan. 2.3. 201.3). a\'ailable at 
http://w^n^-.foreign.senate.aoY/mio/media/doc/SECRETARY%200F%20STATE%20HILLARY%20RODHAM%2 
OCLINTON.pdf. 
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According to Slate Department regulations, the ARB has several functions and 
characteristics. First, it is intended to be “thorough and independent.”^ Second, it is intended 
to “foster more effective security of U.S. missions and personnel abroad. Third, it is to 
“determine accountability,”’* Finally, it is to “promote and encourage improved security 
programs and practices.”*’ 

Under the statute, the Secretary must convene an ARB within 60 days of a seciuity 
incident.’* hr deciding whether to convene an ARB, the Secretary relies on the ARB Permanent 
Coordinating Committee, a standing committee consisting of State Department officials in the 
urairagement, diplomatic secnrity, intelligence, counteiteiTorism, and political affairs bnreaus aird 
offices, as well as a representative of the Director of National Intelligence. In addition, a 

pennarrent ARB staff officer serves as the “institutioiial memory” within the Department for all 
ARB-related matters and keeps a list of individuals qualified to be named to arr ARB in the event 
that the Secretary must convene otre.'” 

When the Secretary convenes an ARB, an Executive Secretary appointed by the Director 
of the Office of Mairagernent Policy, Rightsizing and Imiovatioii (M/PRI), an office under the 
Under Secretary of State for Management, joins the staff. The ARB may also determine that it 
requires the Department to fimiish additional experts and support staff to canyi out its duties."* 


Senior State Department officials appointed distinguished public servants 
to serve on the Benghazi ARB. 

The Accountability Review Board that Secretary Clinton and Lieutenant General James 
R, Clapper, the Director of National Intelligence (DNI), assembled represented a high standard 
of professional achievement and dedication to public seivice. The Chainnau of the ARB, 
Ambassador Thomas R. Pickering has served as the U.S. Ambassador to Jordan, Nigeria, El 
Salvador, Israel, the United Nations, hidia, and Russia. Pickering also served as the 17tli Under 
Secretary for Political Affairs dining President Bill Clinton’s second tenn. The Vice Chaiiinan, 
Admiral Michael G. Mullen, brouglit to the ARB over four decades of experience in the U.S. 
Navy, culminating in two tenns as Chaiimau of the Joint Cliiefs of Staff fiom 2007 to 20 1 1 . The 
other members of the Board were: Catherine Berlini, a profes.sor with experience in foreign 
assistance in tlie private sector and with the United Nations; Richai d J. Sliuuiick, a veteran 
Foreign Seivice officer with extensive experience in the Under Secretariat for Management; and 
Hugh J. Turner III, a former senior Intelligence Comiiiiuiity official. Of the five ARB members. 


* U.S. Dep’t of Slate. Foreign Affairs Manual (FAM). VoL 12. Diplomatic Security, 12 FAM 031.1 (emphasis 
added). 

Id (emphasis added). 

Id. (emphasi.s added). 

Id. (emphasis added), 

22 U.S.C. § 4S3 1(b)(1). The stahite also provides for a 60-day extension if needed. Id. 

12 FAM 032. 

Id-, see also 12 FA-M 033. 

12 FAM 032.3 
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the Secretary of State selected four. DNI Clapper nominated the fifth, Hngh Turner, to serve on 
the ARB.'’ 

As set forth by Secretaj'y Clinton, the Benghazi ARB’s specific mandate was to 
“determine whether om secmity sj'stems and procedwes m Benghazi were appropriate in liglit of 
the tlueat environment, whether tho.se systems and procedures were properly implemented, and 
any lessons that may be relevant to om* work around the world.”’® Annomicing the ARB’s 
creation. Secretary Clinton remarked, “Tire men and women who seive this comrtry as diplomats 
deserve no less than a full and accurate accounting wherever that leads, and I am committed 
to seeking that for them.”’” 


The Benghazi ARB worked under tight time constraints. It completed its 
work in approximately 10 weeks. 

The Benghazi ARB first met in early October 2012. A principal source of infonnatiou 
for the ARB was a series of irrteiviews with key individuals, sometimes in a group setting, but 
more often individually.'"’ luteivdews Admiral Mullen described as “substantive” in natnre 
lasted between two to four horns, while other iuteiviews lasted about an hour.'" 'Wlrile all ARB 
members were present for nrost interviews, this was not univemally the case." The ARB did not 
transcribe its interviews; rather reports indicate that ARB staff members took handwritten 
notes,"" Tire State Department represented to the Coiiunittee that the ARB had access to 
approximately 7,000 documents numbering thousands of pages. Ultimately, the imclassified 
report delivered to Congress on December 18, 2012 contained five findings and 24 
recommendations. 

Upon delivery of the report, Secretaiy Clinton infonned Congress of her intention to 
accept all of the Board’s recommendations. In a letter to the relevant Committees of jtu'isdictiou. 
the Sea'etaiy stated: 

1 asked the Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources to lead a task 
force at tire State Department to eusme that the Board's recommendations 
are implemented quickly and completely, as well as to pursue steps above 
and beyond those recoumieuded in tire Board's report. This group has 
already begmi meeting, and tlie Deputy Secretary, along with the 
Undersecretary tor Political Affairs, the Undersecretary for Management, 


'' Transcribed Interview of Adin, MidiaelG. MuUen (Ret.). Tr. at 18-19, (June 19, 2013) [hereinafter Mullen Tr.j. 

Secretary Hiilaiy Rodham Ciiiiton, Remarks with Foreign Minister of Kazakhstan Brian Idrissov After Their 
Meeting (Oct. 3, 2012). cn-ai/able al http:/’/www.state.gov/secretary/mv'2012/10/198635,htm. 

Id. (emphasis added). 

Mullen Tr. at 22. 

■" Mullen Tr, at 30. 

“ Deposition of .yinb. Thomas Pickering. Transcript at 13 (Jime 4, 2013) [hereinafter Pickering Tr.]. 

” Mullen Tr. at 29-30. 

Letter h orn Thomas B. Gibbons. Acting Ass’t Sec.. Leg. Affairs. U.S. Dep't of State, to Hon. Darrell E. Issa, 
Chairman. H. Conmi, on Oversight & Gov’t Refomt (Aug. 23, 2013). 

' In comparison, the cia.s.sified report contained 29 total recommendations. 
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the Director General of the Foreign Service, and the Deputy Legal Advisor 
are driving this effort forw'ard. 

Because of steps vve began taking in the hours and days after the attacks, 
this work is well tinderafay. We will have iinpieinentatioii of eveiy 
recommendation imdeiway by the time the next Secretary of State takes 
office. There is no higher priority for me or my Department.''' 

On May 20, 2013, the State Depaifmenl annoimced its progress on implementing each of 
the 24 luiclassified ARB recommendations (see Appendix). 


The ARB assigned accountability to four mid-level officials. 

In addition to the recoininendations on policy and procedures, the Bengliazi ARB made 
personnel findings with regard to four State Depaitmeiit officials. The Board detenuined tliat 
none of these hidividuals breached their duties, as defined by tlie stahite, and therefore cotild not 
be “the subject of a recominendatioii for disciplinaiy action,""^ The Board did, however, take 
the luiprecedented step of including a specific finding regai ding the performance of these foiu" 
State Department officials, as ■well as recommendations for administrative actions against two of 
the individuals. In the unclassified report, tlie Board stated; 

[Cjertain senior State Department officials within two bureaus in critical 
positions of authority and responsibility in Washington demonstrated a 
lack of proactive leadersliip and management ability appropriate for the 
Department’s senior ranks in their responses to security conceins posed by 
Special Mission Benghazi, given the deteriorating tlueat environment and 
lack of reliable host govenimcnt protection.’* 

The details of the Boai d’s findings regarding these four individuals were resolved for the 
classified version of tlie report. On December 19, 2012. however, the identities of these 
individuals appeared in public media reports after the State Depailment announced that tliey had 
been “placed on administrative leave pending fimhev action.”’ 

Three of those officials served in the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, a component of the 
Under Secretariat for Management headed by Ambassador Patrick Kennedy. These officials 
were the Assistant Secretaiy of the Bureau of Diplomatic Seciu ity (DS), Eric Boswell, his deputy 
Scott Bulhowicz. and Deputy Assistant Secretaiy for Iiiteniatioual Programs Chailene Lamb. 

The fourth official, Raymond Maxwell, had been the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Maglireb 


Letter from Hon. Hillary Clinton. Sec'y. U.S. Dep’t of State, to Hon. Jolin F. Keiry, Chainiiaii. S. Coimn. on 
Foreign Affahs, et al. (Dec. i S. 2012) avathbh at littp:/.''www.state.gov/docuraeiiTs/organization/202447.pdf. 

’’ ARB Report at 39. 

-‘id. 

Michael R. Gordon & Eric Schmitt, 4 Are Om at Slate Dept. After Scathing Report on Benghazi Attack. N.Y. 
Times. Dec. 19. 2012. http://wvv\v.nytinies.coni/2012/12/20/us/poIitics,’3-staTe-dept-of&ci.aIs-resign-foUowing- 
bengha 2 i-report.htmi?l- 0 . 
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Affairs and was the only individual m the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs - a component of the 
Under Secretariat of Political Affairs -- to whom the ARB assigned blame. 


The Obama Administration held up the ARB report as the product of a full 
and complete investigation. 

Since the ARB Report’s release, the Achirini-stration has roundly praised it. President 
Obama said that the ARB “investigated every eleinent” of tlie Benghazi attack. In an 
appearance before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Secretaiy Clinton testified that had 
"great confidence that the Accountability Review Board did the job tliey were asked to do, made 
the recoimnendatious that they thouglit were based on evidence, not on emotion,”^ Similarly, 
appearing before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Deputy Secretaiy of State William 
Bums testified that the ARB report “takes a clear-eyed look at serious, systemic problems.’’^' 

Upon release of the uncla.ssified ARB report, Wliite House Press Secretaiy Jay Carney 
also praised the ARB for being “sophisticated in its analysis, blimt in its criticism, effective in its 
prescriptions.’” * Referring to the foui' Department officials relieved of their duties based on the 
ARB’s liiidiiigs, Caniey stated, “there has already been, in this veiy short period of time, actions 
that demonstrate accoimtability as being upheld. . . . Inmiediately, accomitability has been 
brought to beai with regard to fom individuals who are very senior.”*'* 

Ill May 2013, Caniey reiterated that the ARB conducted “a very rigorous investigation 
that reached a number of conclusions, including tlie fact that action was taken immediately and 
appropriately and that that action saved American lives.”** State Depaitment spokesman Patrick 
Ventrell was equally ftilsoine in his praise, citing “the ARB’s credible, comprehensive process,” 
which was “exlumstive and looked at these things in gieat detail. . . . The bottom line is the ARB 
looked at this in great depth.”*^ 


Tile White House. Office of the Pre.ss Sec’y. Remarks by President Obama and Prime Minister Cameron of the 
United Kingdom in Joint Press Conference (May 13. 2013). htlp:.V\svv\v.\vhi(ehou.se.gov/tbe-press- 
office/20t3/05/U/remarks-president-obama-and-prime-minisler-cameron-united-kingdom-joint-. 

Terrorist Altack in Benghazi: The Secretary of State's Vie^v: Hearing Before the H. Comm, on Foreign Afairs. 
U3rh Cong., at 45 (Jan. 23. 2013) (testimony of Hon. Hillary Rodliam Cluiton, Sec'y. U.S. Dep't of State). 
litlp://docs.house.gov/meetings/FA/FA00/20130123/100170/HHRG-113-FA00-20130123-SD00J,pdf 
Benghazi: The Attack and the Lessons Learned: Hearing Before the Senate Conim. on Foreign Relations. 1 1 3tll 
Cong. (Dec. 20. 2012) (Statement ofHou. William Bums. Deputy Sec’y, U.S. Dep’t of State), 
http ;//m\'w.foreign. senate, gov /imo/media/doc/'Williani%20Bnnis %20Testiniony.pdf 

The White House, Office of the Press Sec’y. Press Briefing by Press Secretaiy Jay Caniey (Dec. 20. 2012). 
http://vvviav.wliiTehouse.gOv/the-press-office/2012/12/20/press-briefing-press-3ecretaiy-jay-carney-12202012, 

" Id. 

The Wliite House, Office of the Press Sec’y, Press Briefing by Press Secretaiy Jay Carney (May 1, 2013), 
http:,//vvvvw.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/05/01/press-briefing-press-secretary-jay-carney-512013. 

’’’ U.S. Dep't of State. Daily Press Briefine. Patrick Ventrell, Acting Deputy Spokesperson (May 6. 2013). 
http://wuw.state.gOv/r/pa/prs/dpb/2013/05/208988.htm#LlBYA. 
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lV/tnesse5 at the Committee's May 8, 2013 hearing raised questions about 
the ARB. 

Despite the Adinmistratioii’s praise for the ARB Report, others have raised questions 
since its release. For example, the then-incoming Chainnan of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs (HFAC), Ed Royce, stated, “The degree that others bear responsibility wanants 
congressional review, given the report’s rather sweeping indictment.”’' 

After appearances before the Senate Foreign Relations Conunittee and HFAC on 
December 19, 2012, Ambassador Pickering and Admiral Mullen declined invitations to appear 
before Congress to address concerns about tire report. For example, on February 22, 2013, the 
Chainnan of this Cormrrittee’s Subcoirrmittee on National Seciuity, Jason Chaffetz, invited 
Aiirbassador Pickering and other nrenrbers of the ARB to testify at a hearirrg on Mar ch 14,2013. 
On March 1. 2013, an assistant for Admir al Michael Mnllen, the Vice Chairmarr of the ARB, 
infonned Coirrmittee staff tliat Adnriral Mullen had declined to appear for any Benghazi-related 
hearirrg, and tliat .Ambassador Pickerirrg w'as coordinaihrg a response witlr other members of the 
ARB. The same afternoon, Anrbassador Pickering informed Comnrittee staff that he had a 
previously scheduled corrflict the day of the hearing. Wlietr asked if he would be available on 
arrother date, he coirveyed that he was “deeply disinclined” to testify at any time because 
Corrgress had trrnred the issue iirto a “political circus.”'’* 

At the Committee’s May 8. 20 1 3 hearing on the Benghazi attacks, two witnesses raised 
questions as to whether the ARB was as effective in its work as some in the Administration 
apparently believed. Eric Nordstrom, the fomier Regional Security Officer at the U.S. Embassy 
in Tripoli, testified: 

Well, I guess the question that I have about the ARB — and again, it'.s not 
what the ARB has. It’s what it doesn't have and tliat it slops short of the 
very people that need to be asked those questions. And that's the Under 
Secretary of Management jPatrick F. KeimedyJ and above. Those are 
perfect questions that he needs to answer.’’ 

Nordstrom also testified: 

f go back to who authorized embassy employees, U.S. Ooveniiuent 
employees to go into facilities tliat did not meet legal requirements. I 
don't know who made that decision. And the reason why i.s because, as 
.Ambassador Pickering said, he has decided to fix responsibility on the 
Assistant Secretary level and below. How I see that is, that's fine. It's an 
accountability of mid-level officer review board and the message to my 
colleagues is that if you are above a certain level, no matter what your 


’ Gordon & .Schmitt, supra note 2S. 

Teleconference between .Ambassador Thomas Pickering and Committee Staff (Mar. 1, 2013). 

Benghazi: Exposing Failure anel Recognizing Courage: Hewing Before the H. Comm, on Oxersiglit tfr Gov 7 
Reform. 113th Cong. (May 8. 2013). at 47 (testimony of Eric Nordstrom) [ hei eiiiatter "Expo.sing Faihire”]. 
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decision is, no one is going to question it. And that is my concern with 

theARB/“ 

III an exchange with Congressman Tim Walberg, fonner Deputy Chief of Mission and 
Charge d’Affaires in Libya Gregoiy Hicks also expressed his view that the ARB may not have 
examined the upper echelons of the State Department’s chain of command in assigning 
accountability for the management failures wliich contributed to the outcome of the Bengliazi 
attack. Hicks testified: 

Q. Do you think the ARB report lets any individual or bureaucracy ofl' 
the hook? 

A. Again, as I mentioned earlier, given the decision-making that Under 
Secretary Pat Kennedy was making with respect to Embassy 
Tripoli and Consulate Bengliazi operations, he has to bear some 
responsibility,'" 

Shortly before the Connnittee’s May 8, 2013 hearing, and in the ensuing weeks. Ambassador 
Pickeiiiig and Admiral Mullen reversed course, annoimcing their desire to testify publicly before 
the Coimnittee - despite their previous declinations. 

The Coimnittee welcomed their paiticipatiou in a public hearing and began vvorkiiig with 
them to facilitate their testimony. To ensure that the hearing was fiilsome and infonned, the 
Committee requested the opportunity to conduci transcribed mteiviews with Ambassador 
Pickering and Admiral Mullen m advance of the hearing. The Committee conducted a 
deposition of Ambassador Pickering on June "1, 20 1 3 and conducted a transcribed interview of 
Admii'al Mullen on June 19, 2013. The Coimnittee scheduled a liearing, entitled Reviews of the 
Benghazi Attacks and Unanswered Qnestions. on September 19, 2013, in order to give Members 
an opportunity to have an iufoimed and consliticlive discussion with Ambassador Pickering and 
Admiral Mullen about conceiirs that have been raised about tire ARB processes and conclusions. 
The hearing will also provide an opportmiity to hear the views of member's of the Independent 
Panel on Best Practices, which the State Departinent convened based on one of the ARB’s 29 
recommendations. Mark Sullivan, the Panel’s cliainnan. as well as Todd Keil, a Panel member, 
will provide valuable insiglits about the review they conducted with the State Deparbnenl’s full 
support and cooperation. 


"Exposing Failiue." at 5(5. 

"Exposing Eailui e." at 63 (testimony of Gregory Hicks). 
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The Committee’s^Investigation of the 


In light of questions raised prior to and dnring the May 8,2013 hearing, the Committee 
expanded its investigation to include an evaluation of the ARB’s processes, conchisions, and 
recommendations. Understanding tlie strengths and weakiresses of the ARB will help Congress 
ensure future ARBs are efficient and effective. The Conunittee’s investigation seeks to assist the 
State Department in identifying areas in need of refoitii which the ARB may have overlooked. 

Since the May 8, 2013 hearing, the Committee has interviewed more than a dozen cunent 
and former State Departnrent employees. The majority of tliese witnesses serve in the two 
bureatts at the center of the ARB report - the Bur eau of Near Easteni .Affairs (NEA) and the 
Brueau of Diplomatic Securify (DS). All officials the Committee has interviewed, includiirg 
irrdividuals placed on administrative leave as a result of the ARB’s findings, complimented the 
ARB’s professionalism. They de.scribed the ARB as “thorough,”''’ “professional”''^ and “well- 
prepared”'''' hr their mterviews. In addition, witnesses thouglit the report was “very tough, 
“factual,”^^ atrd would lead to 'Tasting iruprovenrerrt.”^’ All of these witnesses, however, also 
provided testimony that raises questions about the process, procediu es, and conclusions of the 
ARB. 

There are weaknesses in the ARB's investigative process. 

Shonly afler the Secretary coirvened the .ARB, the Board began the process of collecting 
documents and testinrony to support its review. Admiral Mullerr explained that the ARB cast a 
wide net and was willing to interview any and all witrresses relevant to its review. He stated: 

I had a discussiott, private discussioir with Ambassador Pickering about at 
least my expectation, and I would say this was in the first couple week,s, 
that tliis certainly could present the requirement that we would have to 
interview everybody up the chain of conmiand. including the Secretary, 
and he agreed with that. So the two of us had sort of set that premise in 
terms of obviously depending on what we learned over tune, and our 
requirenrent to both affix both responsibility and accountability per se 
were, again, based on the facts as we understood them. So there was a 
consensus, and it was a imiversal conserrsits over time that we did the 
interviews we ireeded to do and that we dichr't do the mterviews we didrr't 
do, which would have included the ones obvrotisly that we didn't do, 
which wore Nides and Bums aird Secretary Clirrtorr.''* 


Transcribed Interview of Eric Boswell, Transcript at 79 (July 9, 2013) [hereinafter Boswell Tr.]; Transcribed 
Inteview^ of Beth Jones, Transcript at 95 (July 11, 2013) [hereinafter Jones Tr.]. 

" Boswell Tr. at 81. 

Id at 79. 

Jones Tr, at 95. 

Transcribed Interview of Elizabetll Dibble. Transcript at 72 (July 10, 2013) [hereinafter Dibble Tr.]. 

^ Jones Tr, at 106, 

Mullen Tr. at 26-27. 
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The Board had the authority both to conduct depositions and require intenogatories,^^ 
The ARB also had the authority to issue subpoenas for testimony and docunieiits.^® The Board 
never exercised these autliorities.’' It conducted both group and individual interviews. The 
ARB also recalled some of the oflicials who participated in group interviews for individual 
interviews. For example, Scott Bultrowicz appeared before the Board on three separate 
occasions. He stated: 

I had tlrree appearances with tire ARB. The first one was shortly after it 
convened. Myself Assistant Secretary Boswell, and Deputy Assistant 
Secretar y Lairrb, provided an overview brief of what we knew at the time, 
facts surrounditrg the attack itself And I can't recall the date that we did 
that. My second appeararrce was my oire-orr-otre with the ARB, arrd that 
was, I beiteve in late Novenrber that 1 received rrotifieation, time, date, 
place, and time to arrive. And therr the third appeararrce was achially with 
only two of the parrel members arrd it was myself and tire acting Cliief 
hrfonnatiorr Officer from Slate. They had some follow-up questions on a 
classified issue that they needed answ'ers to. So that sort of irr general, 
was my interaction with the ARB.'" 

Otlier witrresses only' appeared otrce before tire Board. For example, Elizabeth Dibble, 
the second-most senior official rn NEA — oire of the two bureaus the ARB criticized — otrly 
appear ed once before tire ARB as part of a groirp interview that lasted about an hour and a half 
WTien asked specifically about Dibble, Admiral Mullen slated, “[she] never really got up on the 
scope, per se, in tenns of visibility, m terms of resporrsibility, what she did or did not do, from 
irry perspective.”^^ The fact that the second most senior person in NEA — a bureau the ARB 
ultimately cited for “systemic leadership and management deficiencies,”^^ — appealed once, as 
part of a gr oup and for less than two hours, raises a munber of questions about the tlioroughness 
of the ARB’s review. For example, aside from her parlicrpation m the short group inteiview, it is 
still imclear what infoinratiou the ARB reviewed that led to tire conclusion that her role or 
awai'eness of issues related to Benghazi did not warrant finlher iuquiiy. 

In fact, the Committee has reviewed numerous documents that suggest that Dibble was 
involved in discussions about tlie U.S. presence in Benghazi and secmity resources deployed in 
Libya, hr addition, individuals and offices under her direct supervision were involved in the 
eoordiriation of secm ity resomces witlr DS and the U.S. ntissioii in Betrglrazi. Regardless of her 
role or responsibility for decisions related to the .secirrily postur e rn Benghazi, both her 
involvement rn e-rtrarl traffic and refeiettces to her made by others in e-mail exchartges raise 
questions about which, rf any, of these docrmienls the ARB reviewed or disertssed with Dibble, 


22 U.S.C. § t8j’3Ca)(l). 
f Id. 5 4833(a)(.t). 

Pickeriug Tr. at 17. 

“ Transcribed Interview of .Scott Bnlti owicz, Transcript at 72-73 (July 8. 2013) [hereinafter Bultrowicz Tr.], 
’’MuiienTr, at38. 

ARB Report at 4. 
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The State Department’s lefiisal to him over documents and materials reviewed by the 
ARB has limited tlie Committee’s ability to evaluate tire thorouglmess and accuracy of the ARB 
process. Without access to this infonnation, the Committee is forced to rely on the recollections 
of ARB members and State Department employees the ARB inteiviewed. Witnesses’ 
recollections of events that occurred many months ago are understandably limited. For example, 
Admiral Mullen could not recall any specific dociunentation that supported the ARB’s finding 
regaiding Ray Maxwell. He testified: 

Q. (DJid the board members look at die docuinentaiy evidence about 
Maxwell's role in working widi the people in Libya, 
communicating their concerns about seciuity and working with DS 
in Washington about bridging that gap? 

A- I'm not sure. I mean — I don't recall one way or tlie other. 

Q. Whether the paper h ail supports his role in that? 

A. I just don’t recall.^"' 

Admiial Mullen also could not recall reviewing any documents relevant to other senior 
employees within NEA. He stated; 

Q. And do you know if Dibble or Jones were showing up in the 
dociunents as pailicipants in die documentary traffic on what was 
happening in Libya? 

A. I don't. I don't.'® 

In addition, the Coinitiittee has been unable to assess widi any specificity what 
infonnation witnesses conveyed to the ARB during interviews. The ARB did not maintain 
official transcripts of the testimony provided to the Board. Instead, it developed reports of each 
iuteiview based on die notes of staff and Board members. Mullen testified; 

Q. How were the inteiwiews recorded? Was diere a court reporter? 

Was there video? Was diere audio recording? Note taking? 

A. Note taking. 

Q. And none of the other options? 

A. No. 

Q. And how did it get put together? 


’’MuilenTr, at 110-li. 
■‘M.atAl. 
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A, The staff would put a summary of the intei-vievv together. We 
would - the members would be able to review that siuiimaiy 
shortly after the inteiwiew. 

Q. Any concents with that? 

A. No. 

Q, That it wasn't transcribed or recorded? 

A. No. From the standpoint of content, substance and content. I found 

them to be very accmate.'^ 

The State Department has steadfastly refused to turn over these records to the Committee. 
Without access to the notes Admiral Mullen described, the Committee earruot verify claims that 
these iuteiviews were, in fact, thorough. Witnesses’ recollections of their discussions with the 
ARB have been spotty and, at times, extremely limited. For example, when asked whether she 
recalled the content of her individual interview with the ,ARB, .Ambassador Jones stated, “Not 
really. It was more detail on the same kinds of things. I don't remember die detail at all.’’^* 

Testimony the Coiinnittee has obtained tlnough its own iuteiviews raises questions about 
tlie substance of individual ARB iuteiviews. Scott Bultiowicz, one of the individuals the ARB 
cited for accoimtability, told the Committee that the ARB never questioned him about issues for 
wliich it later criticized him. He testified: 

A, I mean, what I sort of found odd is I thought maybe there would be 
more, you know, direct questions about Benghazi itself 

Q. It stiuck you as odd that that was such a small portion of the 
questioning? 

A. Well, in hindsight, you know, after the ARB's ielea,se and me 
being relieved of my duties, I myself would think, okay, if I'm 
being relieved, I would have appreciated maybe a little bit more 
direct questioning as to my role in supeivisiug a subordinate or 
proactive steps that I took in regards to Beu^azi, which I 
understand were sort, of the two main issues for rae.^’ 

.Ambassador Boswell also told the Committee that the ARB did not ask him any questions about 
the actions of his subordinates or his supeivision of them. He stated: 

A. I do remember that there was no questioning about my role as a 
supervisor, none at all. There was no indication of what 


; at 29-30. 

Jones Tr. at 94. 
Bllttrowicz Tr. at 76. 
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conclusions the ARB was coming to, not a clue of any of these, 
any conclusions. And there was — as I say, I was talking about 
what was not asked — there was no conversation about my 
supetvision. I don't remember any — as 1 mentjoned before, any 
conversation about coufiision as to who w'as in charge of what, 
stovepiping, lack of transparency. And at the end of the meeting, 
we shook hands wannly, atid Tom Pickering gave me a big hug 
because I've known him for a long time, and I left. And I was 
absolutely stunned when I saw the report, 

Q. So no questions about the actions of your subordinates, or your 
role in supervising them, or anytliing - 

.4, Not that I recall. uo.“ 

If the .4.RB did not question supeiv'isors about the actions of their subordinates, or even 
discuss their awareness or supervision of those actioirs, it is rtrrclear how the Boar d reached its 
conclusions regarding accormtability for these individuals. The Corrrmittee’s itrvestigatrorr seeks 
atrswers to these questions to ensure that the ARB process etrvistoned by the statute is truly 
efficient and effective. Otherwise, convening art ARB is a pomtless exercise. 


There are weaknesses in the ARB’s independence. 

The Coimnittee has reviewed documents and obtained witiress testimony that calls into 
question whether the ARB process and stiuctme give the Board the independence necessary to 
conduct an objective and fair evaluation. As crurently structiued, the ARB is heavily reliairt on 
the State Department for personnel aird ie.sources. The Secretary coitveires the ARB arrd 
nominates four of five members, and the Depaitment provides the necessary staff and resoturcea. 
Such heavy reliance on State Department employees and resources has the potential to create not 
only the appearance of a conflict of interest, but also actual conflicts. For example, Under 
Seeretary for Management Patrick Kennedy supervised the selection of the Benghazi ARB staff. 
This placed the staff in a position in which tlreir duties required them to evaluate the perfonnance 
of supeivisors, colleagues, and friends. Additionally, two ARB members selected by Secretaiy 
Clinton Ambassador Pickeniig and Richard Shinmck had extensive e.xperience with the State 
Depaitment. Althongli a third member of the ARB, Catherine Bertiiii, did not come fiom the 
State Department. Pickering recommended her for the Board. He stated: 

Q. And did you have any role in the selection of the other members? 

A. I was asked for iiiy ideas, and I provided my ideas, yes. 

Q. .And were any of tire individuals tliat you — did you recoiimieiid 

any specific individuals? 


Boswell at 32-33 (emphasis added). 
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A. I did, yes. 

Q. And who did you recommend? 

A. The one that I recall who has served, did sen/e on the board was 

Catherine Bertini. 

Q. .Any of the other? 

A. I made other recommended names. None of tliem appeared on the 
board. I was asked by Mr. Keimedy for those thouglits.^' 

Witnesses rejected the notion that the cuirent structure — heavily dictated by the 
Department — compromised the independence of the Benghazi review. Irr fact, ARB Vice-Chair 
Adiniral Michael Mullen considered the Board's familiarity with State Department protocol and 
persomiel to be helpfVrl. Admual Mullen testified: 

Q. The ARB is supposed to be set up as an independerrt review 
boar d. Did you have any questions about tire 
independence of the board? 

A. In fact, in the original conversation I had with Ms. Mills about this, 
from my perspectrve. the most important descripirve characteristic 
of it is that it would be independerrt, and Ms. Mills assured me that 
was the Secretary's interrl irpfrorrt. and had that not been the case. 1 
certamly wouldn't have agreed to it. Secondly. I saw in execution 
that independence throughout, from begmning to end, that it was 
supported. We had tlie authority to, within the scope of the 
tasking, to do just about anything that we tliouglit was important 
with respect to that tasking.^" 

* * * 

Q. Did you ever see arty questiorr as to whether that State Department 
heavy component played into arty of the board's w'ork? 

A. It played irrto, fiotn my perspective, a depth and a breadth of 
knowledge rti terms of how the State Deparirnerrt functions, what 
the culture is, what was reasonable in terms of expectations in 
certain sitrrations that we would examine, and I found it to be — as 
ntuch as I had worked with the State Department, particularly as 
Chairman, it's one thing to be orrtside an organization and work 
with, it's qurte different to be inside to try to understand tire itmer 

Pickering Tr. at 12. 

Miiilen Tr. at 19. 
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workings and hidden mechanisms of a massive omanization like 
that. So in that regard they weie inci'edibly helpful. “ 

Mullen subsequently described, however, an example of how a culture of collegiality could 
luidennine the ARB’s independence. Mullen participated in the ARB’s intendew of Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for International Programs Charlene Lamb, Mullen subsequently put Cheryl 
Mills on notice that Lamb did not perfonn well in her inteiview with the Board. Mullen gave 
Mills a “heads up” that based on Lamb’s perfomiance in her inteiview with the Boaid, he 
thought her upcoming testimony before the House Oversight and Govenunent Refonn 
Committee could be “veiy difficult” for the State Depaitinent.*'* Lamb testified before the 
Committee at a hearing on Benghazi on October 10, 2012.*' Mullen stated: 

Q, During the life of the board, did you or any of the board members 
update State Department officials or DOD officials about the work 
of the board that you know of? 

A. With respect to DOD, no. Shortly after we inteiviewed Ms. Lamb, 

I initiated a call to Ms. Mills to give her — what I wanted to give 
her was a head’s up because at this point she was on the list to 
come over here to testify, and 1 was — so from a depaitinent 
representation standpoint and as someone that led a department, I 
always focused on certainly trying to make sine the best witnesses 
were going to appear before the depaitment, and my reaction at 
that point in time with Ms. Lamb at the interview was - and it was 
a pretty tmstable time. It was the begiiming, there was a lot of 
unknotvns. To the best of my knowledge, she hadn't appeared 
eitlier ever or many times ceifaiiily. So essentially I gave Ms. 

Mills a head's up that I thought that her appearance could be a 
veiy' difficult appearance for the Slate Department, and that 
was about -- that was tlie extent of the conversation.*® 

Admiral Mullen’s testimony calls tlie ARB’s independence into question, as it creates tire 
appearance that a member of an independent body is placing the interests or reputation of the 
entity luider investigation above the body’s investigative iiiaiidale. 

Furthermore, the State Depaifmeut’s attempts to characterize the ARB as independent 
have proven to be inconsistent with the Department’s action in response to the corigiessiorial 
investigation of the Bengliazi attacks. In refiising to produce ARB materials subpoenaed by the 
Coimriittee, the State Depaitment has souglit to compare the ARB to “analogous investigative 
bodies such as Offices of Inspectors General.”*^ If an Inspector General, however, encouraged 


“/o', at 19-20. 

“ Mullen Tr.at 23-24. 

The Securin' Failures of Benghazi: Hearing Before the H. Comm, on Orersight & Gov V Reform. H31h Cong. 
(Oct. 10,2012). 

“ Mullen Tr.at 23-24. 

^ Letter from Thomas B. Gibbons, .4cliiig Ass't Sec., Leg. Affairs. U.S. Dep't of State, to Hon. Dairell E. tssa, 
ChairniaiL H. Coimn. on Oversight & Gov’t Refonn (Aug. 23, 2013), 
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agency leaders to prevent a witness from testifying before Congress because that witness’s 
testimony could reflect poorly on the Depaidment, the Inspector General’s credibility would be 
greatly diminished. An ARB should be held to the same standard, if the State Department is to 
use the community of Inspectors General as a point of reference. 

Testimony provided by other witnesses suggests that the State Department’s cultiue 
complicates the perception of tire ARB’s independence. Senior State Department officials often 
work together and develop close connections tliroughout their caieers m the Foreign Seivice. 
For example, Ambassador Jones expressed no concenis about the independence of the Boai d 
while also describing her previous interactions with ciuTeut and foimer State Depaitment 
employees working on the ARB. She stated: 

Q. Had you had any professional interaction or relationships with the 
members or the staff of the ARB? 1 know a lot of them came from 
State, 

A. Yes. The person who was appointed as executive director, I guess 
she was called, of the ARB, Uzra Zeya, was someone I knew quite 
well having been the chief of staff to the deputy secretaiy imtil 
fairly recently, so I had had daily interactions with her, and I’ve 
known her tlirougli the years because she came out of NBA. Dick 
Shinuick, w'ho was on the ARB, is someone 1 had known for many 
years. I never worked directly with him, we never served at a po.st 
together, but he was the kind of person one just blew because he 
was in jobs tliat we all had interactions with at various times. 

Ambassador Pickering was my ambassador in Jordan when I was 
the junior political officer in Anunan in the 1970s, and I worked 
for him then for a year before the new ambassador came in. And 
then, when he was under secretaiy for political affains and I was 
tlie principal deputy assistant secretaiy for NEA, I had interactions 
with him then. I didn't report directly to him either time but we 
had reason to be in meetings together and that kind of thing.''* 

♦ * * 

A. Oil Ambassador Pickering, when I was in the private sector I 
served on two boards, two nonprofit boards with Ambassador 
Pickering. 

Q. -And that was the period iimnedialely before coming back to the 
State Depaitment? 

A. CoiTect.^^ 


® Jones Tr. at 162-163. 
“/d, at 163-164. 
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Nmneroiis witnesses described similai- professional connections to ARB members, staff or 
colleagues rvitliiu the State Depai-tment. For example. Maxwell testified that Shimiick had a 
munber of connections with senior State Department officials, including with Maxwell himself 
Maxwell stated: 

Dick Shinnick was cotmected to Lee Lonian. Dick Shintiick was 
comiected to Pat Kennedy', a long-tenii series of overlapping assigimieuts 
and coimections. For that matter, I was cotmected to them all as well. We 
were all management officers, and— management officers back home by 
trade.’'’ 

Some of these coimections were well known to State Department employees. Lee Lohmarr told 
the Committee that he was aware of the exterrsrve cotrnections between Ambassador Pickering, 
Richard Shinnick and cirnent State Departnieut etrrployees. He stated; 

Thomas Pickering spent his entire career at the State Deptirtment and 
Richar d Shirmick as well, so tlrey krrew all of the players, or marry of the 
players arryway. .And Thomas Ptckermg, obviously, knew — well, I 
shonldrr't say obviously, but he knew Beth Jones, and I thirrk he knew 
Ms. Dibble.’’ 

WTiile a culhiie of iiientoi iiig and collegiality within the State Depaitrneiit has obvious 
benefits, such an enviromneiit also fortifies institrilioiial priorities and organizational stiuctures 
that ar e resistant to change. For example, in the wake of the 1998 attacks on the U.S, embassies 
in Kenya and Tanzania, the State Depaitiuent implemented a number of changes recommended 
by the ARB chaired by Admiral William Crowe. The Department did not, however, adopt any 
significant changes that altered existing reporting lines or organizational shtictures. Most 
notably, an external review conducted by Booz Allen Hamilton recommended systemic changes 
at the State Department - specifically, the elevation of the Diplomatic Security limction to the 
level of Under Secretary.” Despite initial support for this recommendation and the approval of 
then-Secretaiy of Slate Madeleitre .Albriglrt, it was never realized. 

Similarly, following tlie Benghazi attacks, the State Department readily accepted the 
recommeridations of the State Depailnieirl-comniissioiied ARB. Ambassador Pickering told the 
Conririittee that Ire was “deeply concenred, as others were, that previous ARBs, previovrs 
Accorrntability Review Boards, had been excellent in their recommendations, but the 
follow-througlr had dwindled away.”” Despite his stated concent -arrd tire parallels between tire 
irrstitutional failures identified witlr the 1998 attacks and what transpired leading trp to the attacks 
itr Benghazi - the Benghazi ARB downplayed the sigrttfrcance of decisions above the bureau 
level. As such, tire ARB’s reconrmendattotts focused ott trrrprovirrg processes and coordination 


° Transcribed Interrdew of Ray Maxwell. Transcript at 36 (May 30, 2013) [hereinafter Maxwell Tr.]. 

^ Transcribed Inteiview of Lee Lolnnan, Transcript at liO (Jnly 30. 2013) [liereinafter Lolmian Tr.]. 

” See Trevor Aaronson. Exclusive: Benghazi veporl details secunty: flaws at US diplomatic posts. AL JAZEERA 
AvrERICA, Sept. 3, 2013. http:,^/america.aljazeei'a.coui/aiticles/2013/9/3/'exchtsive- 
benghazireportdetaiisseciu-itydtawsatusdiplomaTicposts.litnil. 

Pickering Tr. at 56-57. 
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within the existing organization, as opposed to recommending significant stnictural and 
oigauizalional changes. 

Wliile the Benghazi ARB did not recommend the type of significant change Booz Allen 
had reconunended in 1999, it did recommend an evaluation by external security' experts — ^the 
Best Practices Panel. This Panel proposed similar, if not identical, changes as Booz Allen had 
over a decade eailier. For example, both panels proposed elevating the secmity fimction within 
the Department thiougli the creation of an Under Secretary for Diplomatic Security. hi 
addition, the Best Practices report made cleai' that the creation of this position was "cincial to the 
successfiil and sustainable implantation” of all of its recouunendatioiis. However, the Panel 
worried that the State Depaitment — under the leadership of many of the same employees who 
failed to implement Booz Allen’s recoimnendations over a decade eaiiier^® — would once again 
fail to actually implement the proposed changes. The Panel explained that although the 
Department had received a “significant amoiuit” of best practices input since the creation of DS, 
it routinely failed to adapt and implement recoumieudations as to best practices. 

The Best Practices Panel, which made forty security'-related recommendations to the 
Department, foimd a complete lack of accountability and management at the Department level 
The Panel found that Depaitment employees did not understand the secmity-related 
responsibilities of theh colleagues.^® Fmtlier, the Depaitment had no fonnal ri.sk management 
system in place to balance program criticality and acceptable risk. As a result, there was no clear 
way for Depaitment officials to detenuine if the level of risk at tlie Bengliazi mission was 
acceptable. The Panel foimd that the Department did not even have a fonnalized “hot wash,” 
or affer-action debriefing process of key paiticipants following major events. In fact, as of the 
date of the Best Practices Repoit, apart from the .4RB and Best Practice Panel inteiviews, no 
Department bureau or office -- not even DS itself — had debriefed DS Agents who suivived the 
attack in Bengliazi for lessons leained,®* The Panel also observed that the State Depailiiient 
created policies and procedures, only to issue waivers when its “expeditionary diplomacy” 
demanded facilities and missions tliat did not meet those standar ds. 


Report of the Independent Panel on Best Practices, U.S. Dep’t of State, at 5 [hereinafter Best Practices Report], 
Best Practices Report al i. 

See supra note 70, 

' ' Id. at 26. The report states; 

In the 27 years since DS' creation, the Department has received a significant amount of 
best practice input from 18 ARBs and a number of independent panels, sucli as the 
current one, . . .The panel observes tliat the ciiallengc for the Deparbnent and DS has not 
been in obtaining regular best practice and SME input, but in iiicoiporating that 
knowledge into operations and managemenl capabilities. 

® The Best Practices Panel Report contrasts tlie complete lack of understanding of lines of autliority and security 
re.sponsibilitie.s of Department employees with the clear understanding of lines of authority and security 
responsibilities by those seiving outside of the Depaitment tmder the authority of Chiefs of Mission. Further, 
Department employees could not identify the senior secmity executive ultimately responsible for safety' and security, 
the Assistant Secretaiy for Diplomatic Security, instead often naming tlie Under Secretary for Management as tlie 
senior security official. Id. at 2, 
at S-10. 

^ Id. at 13, 

Id. at 14. 

Tee. e.g.. Best Practices Report at 12 ("The Pane! is tlierefore concerned tliat mininuuii operating secmity 
standards would also be established and then waived."). 
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The Conunitlee i ecog:iizes the likelihood tliat the Depai tmeiit will once again pay lip- 
seivice to the recommendations of tlie Best Practices Panel, as it has done to similar independent 
panels in the past, but not take the concrete steps necessaiy to bring about badly-needed change. 
Many of the same people in positions of authority and responsibility following the Booz Allen 
report remain influential in the Department today. The Department’s failure to implement the 
recommendations of several mdependent panels over the year s is consistent with the 
Depar tment’s ciurent failm e to recognize the shortcomings of the ARB process that it has 
inrplemented and controlled. 


The ARB's findings and recommendations had weaknesses. 

Many witnesses the Committee interviewed praised the ARB’s recommendations, as well 
as the Department’s implementation of them. Ambassador Elizabeth Jones, tire Acting Assistant 
Secretary for NEA, told the Committee: 

Q. [...J Do you feel that this ARB does etrough to help ensure these 
are lasting iruprovemerrts? 

A. I think it does, trot least because ~ well, botli because the 
recommendations are detailed and easy to imdenstaud. They're 
well documented. They're well explairted. and because of the 
system that was implemerrted iirmrediately to rmderstaud each of 
the recommendations, to break them down into the 65 from the 29, 
and assign responsibility for completing each of the 
recommendations, and meeting on a very regular basis with 
oveiybody who was involved with any part of it so we all knew 
what everybody else was doing and knew how eveiytliing we were 
tiying to do fit in, and so we could have discussions about, okay, if 
the goal is to break dovcm the impression, or the fact that DS is hard 
to engage with, what kinds of things do we all think would work 
and be appropriate to make ftilfilling that recommendation a 
lasting improvement. 

Q. So you think it goes beyond just providing, say. brick and mortar 
solutions to secrnity? 


Not slu-prkmgly, a number of senior officials involved in events betbre, during and after the attacks on Bengliazi - 
including the .-VRB - held senior positioirs within the Department prior to, and after, the 1998 attacks. At the time, 
Thomas Pickering was The Under Secretaiy' for PoHtica] Affairs. Patrick Kemiedy was the Assistant Secretary for 
the Bureau of Administration. He also seived ur coiKturent positions in tire years leading up to the 1998 attacks. 
From 1996-1997 he was the Acting Under Secretary for Management - the position he currently holds ~ and in 1998 
he was the Acting Assistant Secretaiy for Diplomatic Security. Eric Boswell, who sewed in the latter position from 
1996 luitil January 1998. sewed in that same role at the time of the attacks in Benghazi, In addition. Susan Rice was 
Assistant Secretary for tlie Biu eau of African Affairs. 
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A, Yes,*'' 

Jones’ fonner coimterpart at Diplomatic Security, Eric Boswell - whom the ARB singled out for 
criticism - nonetheless found value in the ARB’s contribution to understanding the enviromnent 
in wliich his bmeau had been operatmg. He stated: 

1 think the ,4RB got many things riglit, starting with the accoimtability for 
what happened in Beiigliazi lies with tlie terrorists; they are the people that 
are responsible. That's finding munber 1. I think the ARB accurately 
portrayed the environment tliat DS was operating in not just in Benghazi, 
but worldwide, and the shift of the environment in which DS and the State 
Department was operating fioin liistonc tunes, the fact that we aie 
practicing expeditionary diplomacy and the increasing demands on DS.®^ 

Along wth tliis praise, tliougli, these individuals and others questioned a number of the ARB’s 
findings and recommendations. 


The ARB found "systemic failures and leadership and management 
deficiencies" in two bureaus but downplayed the decisions by senior State 
Department officials to run the Benghazi mission on an ad hoc basis. 

The ARB’s central finding with respect to the failures that led to the tragedy in Benghazi 
focused on two bureaus within the State Department: the Bureau of Diplomatic Seemity within 
tlie Under Secretariat for Management and the Biueau of Neai Easteni Affairs witliin the Under 
Secretariat for Political Affairs ^ The ARB foimd that: 

Systemic failures and leadership and management deficiencies at senior 
levels within two biu eaus of the State Department . . . resulted in a Special 
Mission seciuit)' postiue that was inadequate for Benghazi and giossly 
inadequate to deal with the attack that took place.*’ 

The ARB Report acemately identified a munber of faihues which contributed to an 
insufficient security posture at the Benghazi special mission compoiuid. These failmes included 
a temporary staffing model using an inadequate number of security persomiel and the failure of 
the Depai tment’s Washington headquarters to provide the requested level of security personnel. 
The Report stated; 

Overall, the number of Bureau of Diplomatic Seem ity (DS) security staff 
in Bengliazi ou the day of the attack and in the months and weeks leading 


Jones Tr. at 105-106. 
Boswell Tr. at SI , 

“ Mullen Tr. at 107. 

® ARB Report at 4. 
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up to it was inadequate, despite repeated requests from Special Mission 
Beugliazi and Embassy Tripoli for additional staffing.®* 

The Committee’s investigation con oborates these ARB findings. Like the Committee, the ARB 
detemiiued that a major contributing factor to these failiu es was the temporary and ad hoc nature 
of the U.S. diplomatic mission in Benghazi. According to the ARB: 

Special Mission Benghazi’s unceilain fiitme after 2012 and its Tiou- 
statns’ as a temporary, residential facility made allocation of resour ces for 
security and pereoiuiel more difficult, and left responsibilit)' to meet 
security standards to tire working-level in the field, with very limited 
resources;*'^ 


The short-term, transitory natrue of Special Mission Benglrazt’s staffing, 
with talerrted and conurritted, btrt relatively rtrexperienced, Atrretrcan 
persontrel often on temporary assignments of 40 days or less, resulted in 
dimitrislted institutional ktrowledge, conlinurty, arrd rrrission capacity. 

The .A.RB, however, downplayed the importance of the Department’s leadership and 
organizational strrrctirre as the source of the decision to trur the Betrgirazr missiorr on art ad hoc 
basis, hrdeed, rt was a particularly tll-defeuded oirtpost of what the Department has labeled 
“e.xpeditionary diplomacy.” None of the foiu individuals the ARB singled ont for 
“accountability” made this decision. Rather, it could acctrrately be described as “above their pay 
grade.” Therefore, while the ARB coirectly identified the symptoms of the Benghazi failure, it 
failed to identify accruately tire ittdividuals, organizatiotts, aitd policies that led to these 
symptoms. 


The Diplomatic Security Bureau 


The Committee’s investigation shows that the ARB’s focus on DS was understatrdable. 
The Conmiittee obtained witness testiiriony confinniitg that DS was the bureau most 
immediately re.sponsible for security-related plamttng and resource allocation for the two U.S. 
diplorrratrc posts hr Libya — tire Erribassy irr Tripoli arrd the Special Mission Cornpouird in 
Beitghazi. While marry of the ARB 's furdtngs rightly poirrt to slrortcomirrgs that manifested 
themselves rn areas within the DS Btueau’s area of responsibility, the Committee’s investigation 
raises questions about whether tire ARB looked high errouglr withiir the State Departrrrerrt 
orgatrizatiorral chart when asstgiring accourttabilify for the faihues it identified. In fact, the 
Cormnittee’s investigation suggests that witlr respect to several inrportant faihues, DS was 
coirstrained by decisious made by the Department’s senior leadership, particularly withiir the 
Under Secretariat for Managerrrent. 


® ARB Report at 5 . 

,A.RB Report at 5. 
” .<\RB Report at 4. 
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Special Mission Benghazi: An Unfunded Mandate 

Docmnents and testimony obtained by tlie Committee show that DS struggled to provide 
adequate resoiuces botli to protect the Benghazi compomid and allow the diplomats stationed 
there to move outside the walls and perfonn their intended mission. The ARB made a similar 
finding. The docmnents and testimony show that one of the major contributing factors to this 
deficiency was the temporar>' uahire of the Benghazi compoimd autliorized by Under Secretaiy 
Patrick Keimedy. The ARB dowtiplayed Keimedy’s role in the decision-making that led to the 
inadequate security posture in Bengliazi. 

Once the U.S. reopened its embassy in Tripoli in September 2011, the center of gravity of 
U.S. diplomatic activity shifted away ftom Bengliazi to Tripoli. As a result, the fuhire of the 
Benghazi special mission compound, which had never been an official U.S. diplomatic facility', 
was unceitam. The property' lease for the Benghazi mission was due to expire in eaily' Febmaiy 
2012. And, according to e-mails reviewed by the Committee, as late as December 201 1 many 
State Department employees both in Washington and in Benghazi remained unceitain as to 
whether the mission would close when the lease expired. 

Finally', in December 2011, tlieii-Assistant Secretaiy for Neai' Eastern Affairs Jeffiey 
Feltman sent an Action Meiiiorandum to Under Secretaiy for Management Patrick Kennedy, 
requesting that Kennedy “approve a continued U,S- presence in Benghazi througli the end of 
calendar year 2012.”’' The iiiemo cited ongoing U.S. policy interests in maintaining a State 
Depai'tniont footprint in Bengliazi, including Uie need to maintain political, economic, public 
diplomacy, and conuiiercial reporting in easteni Libya, a historically marginalized but politically 
and economically important part of Libya. According to the memo, “Many Libyans have said 
tile U.S. presence in Benghazi has a salutaiy, cahiiing effect on easterners who are fearful tliat 
the new focus on Tripoli could once agaui lead to their neglect and exclusion from reconstniction 
and wealth distribution and strongly lavor a pcniianent U.S. presence in the fonn of a lull 
consulate."’' 

Keimedy approved the memo, extending the Benghazi special mission compound’s life 
for one year, tJu ough the end of December 2012. Rather than the “full cousnlate" envisioned by 
the Libyans, however, the Bengliazi compound was a “temporary, residential facility, not 
officially notified to the host goveitmieiit, even thougli it was also a full tune office facility,”’^ 
This ad hoc status created challenges for DS, which struggled to provide the necessaiy security 
resources to operate the facility' safely. In fact, the senior official who provided DS clearance on 
the memo poor to its h ansiiiittal to Under Secretary Keimedy anticipated this challenge. 
According to an e-mail dated December 23, 2011, the acting Principal Deputy Assistant 
Secretaiy cleared the memo “with the coiimient that this operation continues to be an unfimded 
mandate and a drain on personnel resoiirce.s.”’'' 


Jeffiey Feltman, 'Action Memo for Under Secretary Kennedy - M” (Dec. 27, 20 U) [hereinafter Feltman Memo]. 
Feltman Memo, 

” .<yRB Report at 30. 

State Department Production. Document No. C054271 13 (Aug. 2013), 
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The DS desk officer for Libya explained; 

|AJs a temporaiy facility', not a U.S. mission, [an] accredited . . . embassy 
or consulate . . . everything that was provided to it had to come fiom 
somewhere else, someplace that something was aheady allotted to 
essentially. So, for funding, at least in my experience, we would have to 
draw from other soruces within DS.ffi’/NEA for other programs that we 
were supposed to be doing. And for personnel, in my experience, the 
ageirt pool that I pulled from mostly was from domestic operations. And 
they have a mission as well which they are supposed to be doing. So we 
had to pull them fr om that as well.®’ 

It has been suggested by the State Department aird some Members of Congr ess that 
birdget cuts cartsed a shortfall in resources, wirich led to rnadeqirate security at tire Beuglrazi 
special missiotr comporrnd. Documents and testimony show that the State Department budget 
did not affect the security poshire in Beuglrazi. hr fact, tire “norr-status” of tire Benglrazi 
cornpourrd appears to have been the most inrportatrt factor, Char lene Lamb testified; 

Q. It has beerr suggested that budget cuts were resporrsible for a lack 
of security in Benghazr. I would like to ask, Ms. Lamb, you made 
Utts decision personally; was lltere arry budget cousideratiorr arid 
lack of budget which led you not to trrcrease the ntmiber of people 
in the secirrity force there? 

A. No, .sir.®'* 

The effect of the mission’s temporary statrrs rnairifested itself in a munber of ways. 


Personnel Security 

According to the actioit meuroraridum signed by Kennedy, which extended tlie Benghazi 
mission, DS would provide a '‘full complement of five Special Agents” to protect two NBA 
diplomats and a cornmimicatioirs officer.®' Having arr appropriate mmrber of agents would allow 
for the protection of the compound and permit the necessary secrrrity support to allow diplomats 
•stationed there to tr avel off-corapoimd in order to fulfill the mission’s diplonratic prupose. 
According to the ARB, however, tire Berrghazt special mission had its full corrrplernent of five 
DS agerrts for only 23 days between .lantrary 1 and September 9, 2013.®* 


Transcribed Inreiview of Brian Papami, Transcript at 94 (Aug. 8, 2013) [trereinafter Papanu Tr.j. 

The Sectirirr Failures of Benghazi, Hearing Before Ihe H, Comm, on Ch'ersight li Gov't Reform, 113tlr Cong., at 
149 (Oct. 10. 2012) (testimony of Charlene Lamb. U.S. Dep’t of State). 

^ FeltinanMenio. 

ARB Report at 31. 
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With a pemianent diplomatic post, the DS Btireau is able to engage in its noimal long- 
tenn plaiming for budgets and persoimel. These posts aie staffed by full-time equivalent 
Regional Security Officers (RSO) from the regular pool of DS agents.'*'’ In contrast, temporary 
duty assignment (TDY) agents staffed temporary facilities such as Tripoli and Benghazi. Pulled 
from their existing assigimients, these TDY agents and were tlmist into an enviroimient for 
which they ollen had not trained adequately. Charlene Lamb’s Diplomatic Security/Intemational 
Programs (DS.^IP) office ran tliis TDY staffing system, rather than the nonual pool of agents. It 
was never designed to provide the loug-tenn staffing needed in Libya. Rather, the TDY system 
was designed as a stop-gap to fill short-tenn vacancies at post due to teinporaiy absences of 
pennanently-assigried persoimel. Brian Papanu, the Libya desk officer in D.S/IP/NEA explained 
the challenges m the year leading up to the Benghazi attack to the Committee. He stated; 

Q. Do you know why there was difficulty getting to five or why there 
were so infrequently five agents [in BengliaziJ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Can you explain? 

A. Certainly, hi October of 2011, I assumed responsibilities for 

obtaining TDY staff for all of Libya. Prior to that, it was a desk 

officer colleague of mine. The mission in — around the same time, 

September, October, the mission in Benghazi changed essentially 
from a protection mission, which was niii by our dignitary^ 
protection luiit here in Washington, to a more traditional RSO 
program management position, which pushed it back into DS/IP's, 
my office's realm. So at that time the mechanism to get agents 
changed, they have a task-oriented system, we have a - it's hard to 
describe, but it's a system where basically we get vohmteers to go. 

It's usually the higli tlireat posts. And oiu system is, generally we 
cover - traditionally we cover one RSO position like over a 
summer transition or during a break. It was veiy difficult for us to 
get the type of numbers on kind of a continuous basis tlirough the 
volunteer system. 

Q. [IJt sounds like you're alluding that the system was kind of 
designed to deal with one absence here or one absence there, but is 
that because typically with a traditional RSO model you've got a 
more regular- staffing kind of already set up and you're just kind of 
staffing the gaps, like during vacations in August or something like 
that? 

A. That's coiTect. Typically we just cover the gaps, but we did do — 
occasionally we would do ~ particularly in the beginning of Ar ab 
spring, it was veiy busy, and we had to find TDY support. But 


Papanu Tr. at 18-19. 
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generally it wasn't near' that number. It was never near that 
number. And it was for a innch shorter tirnefiaine, usually only 
one or two 60- to 30-day deployments for agents. 

Q. So is it fair to say that Bengliazi being a sort of a non-official post 
but still needed a significant number of TDY agents, that sort of 
created challenges for you guys in staffing that, given your model? 

A. Definitely 

To provide sufficient DS staffing for Libya, the TDY staffing system was entirely dependent on 
volunteers botli willing and able to take a leave of absence &oin their pennanent assigmiieiits for 
TDY assigiunents in Libya. Papanu testified: 

A, [A]s a lugh-tlu-eat post, in DS/fP, we would take only voliinteei-s. 

.And as a volunteer, the people that were interested in attending 
would not only have to vohmteer tliemselves, they would also have 
to get their superiors and potentially their superior's superiors to 
sign off on the TDY, which could be a significant amount of time 
away horn whatever their cimeiit duties were. So that was one of 
the other factors. 


* * * 

There is no pool. There is not agents waiting to be grabbed to go 
that are standing by, at least agents that 1 was deploying, the TDY 
agents. 

In preparation for a July 2, 2012, meeting with Under Secretaiy Kennedy, Ambassador Eric 
Boswell, Assistant Secretaiy for Diplomatic Seciuity, instructed Chailene Lamb to ensure that 
the DS representative reiterated the Bureau’s concerns with the staffing challenges and security 
conditions in Bengliazi: 

Re the Benghazi item, DS should express its coiicem over the resource 
chain that the endless TDYs in Bengliazi in inflicting on us, and also 
concern that the overall security situation in Libya, Tripoli included, is 
deteriorating. We can’t keep up these TDYs indefinitely. And having 
said that, if we ar e required to keep going in Beiigfiazi we must salute and 
do 11 .’“’ 


Id. at iS~19 (emphasis added). 

““ Id. at 50. 

‘“’W. at95. 

E-mail fi'om Eric J. Bosv^Il to Charlene R. Lamb. '*FW: AGENDA for NEA-SCA EX Meeting with US 
Keimedy - 7/2/1 2” (Jluie 29. 20 1 2. 3 :48 p.m.). 
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Physical Security 

Another area where the ARB correctly identified a security shortcoming of the Benghazi 
special mission compound, yet failed to assign appropriate accountability, was with resipect to 
the post’s failure to meet State Department physical security standards. The unclassified ARB 
Report found that: 

The insufficient Special Mission security platfonn was at variance with 
the appropriate Overseas Security Policy Board (OSPB) standards with 
respect to perimeter and interior security. Beiigliazi was also severely 
wider-resourced with regard to certain needed security equipineiit, 
although DS ftmded and installed in 2012 a number of physical security 
tipgrades. 

The ARB Report fiufher elaborates that, as with persomiel shortfalls, the special mission 
compound’s physical security was a direct casualty of the deci.sion to operate it as a temporaiy 
facility: 


Another key thiver behind the weak seciuity platform in Benghazi was the 
decision to treat Benghazi as a temporaiy'. residential facility, not officially' 
notified to the host govenuuent, even though it was also a full time office 
facility. This resulted m the Special Mission compoimd being excepted 
fiom office facility standards and accountability imder the Secure 
Embassy Construction and Couutertenorisin Act of 1999 (SECCA) and 
the Overseas Secmity Policy Boaid (OSPB). Benghazi’s initial platform in 
November 201 1 was far short of OSPB standards and remained so even in 
September 2012, despite multiple field-expedient upgrades funded by DS. 

(As a temporaiy, residetitial facility, SMC was not eligible for OBO- 
fnnded security upgrades.) A coinprelieusive upgrade and risk-mitigation 
plan did not exist, nor was a comprehensive security review conducted by 
Washington for Benghazi in 2012. Tlie imiqiie circiunstances stirroimding 
the creation of the mission in Benghazi as a temporary mission outside the 
realm of pennanent diplomatic posts resulted in significant disconnects 
and support gaps.'°^ 

Documents and testimony obtained by the Committee show that the exemption of the 
Bengliazi special mission compound from Department physical security guidelines was not the 
result of a decision made by any of the four individuals singled out for “accountability” by the 
ARB. Ill fact, the Under Secretary for Management approved the decision to allow U.S. 
diplomats to move into an “as-is” facility. 

Normally, an uiterini or periiiaueiit diplomatic post must request a waiver in order to 
operate under an exception to OSPB physical security standards. The Committee asked the 


ARB Report at .S. 
'“W. at -t 0-31. 
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foniier Principal Deputy Assistant Secretaiy and Director of tlte Diplomatic Security Service, 
Scott Bultrowicz, about the procediue for requesting waivers fioin OSPB standards. He 
testified: 

The OSPB standards, those could be signed off by the Assistant Secretary, 
the waiver of OSPB standards. 

But there's an important element into tliat, in that the waiver packet, that is 
produced by post. So post has to go and they have to do a physical 
security' suiv'ey, identify what standards are being met. which ones aren't 
being met, which ones can we meet with upgrades, and which ones we just 
won't be able to meet, and those w'ould have to be the ones that would be 
waived. 

hi tJiat packet, there would also be a statement from the Ambassador 
stating that he has reviewed the survey, he has reviewed what requires 
being waived, and he is in agreement with that based upon foreign pohcy 
priorities and objectives. 

And that would also be accompanied by a statement fiom the RSO stating 
tliat he or she is cognizant of the facilities, the physical security footprint, 
what needs to be upgiaded, what can't be upgraded, and that they're in 
support of tlrese waivers. 

That's brouglit back to Washington. It's reviewed. And where the 
upgi'ades could not be made, the waiver packet would go fotvvard, 

According to Bo.swell, OSPB standards did not apply to Benghazi because of its status as a 
teniporaiy facility; 

[I]n my opinion, the .standards apply to pennanent facilities, not temporaiy 
ones. Having said tliat, as I mentioned previously, in any place we have 
people we do om best to get as close, because OSPB standard is the 
standard for us, it’s the gold standard, and we try to get as close as we can 
toit.'“' 

hi Ambassador Boswell’s view, the entire Depaitment was aware that Benghazi did not meet 
OSPB standards, but souglit to bring the facility up as much to the standards as possible, witli a 
paiticulai- focus on mitigating the effects of an improvised explosive device (lED) attack on the 
componnd. He stated: 

In the specific case of Benghazi, we were aware that, you know, the villas 
they had rented would not meet. Everybody was aware of it. 
Ambassador Stevens was aware of it. The Department as a whole was 


Biilnowicz Tr. at .11-32. 
Boswell Tr. at 66. 
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aware that this did not meet standards. But what we did was put a.s much 
effort into it as we could to get as close as possible to the standards. 

The most important consideration for Benglrazi, tlie greatest threat that we 
w'ere worried about — well, there were two greatest tlneats that we were 
worried about. One is an attack on our vehicles when we are moving and 
the other is a car bomb or an lED of some sort. The reason we had ~ we 
went into a villa comple.x in Benghazi that was of the size it was, was to 
give us the best possible standoff against an lED, which was the common 
fontr of attacking something in that part of the world. 

Neveitlieless, Biiltrowicz clarified that Berrgliazi was exempt fioin the waiver evaluation process 
because of the status granted it by Under Seer etary Keiuiedy when he approved the one-year 
extensioti of the facilitj' “as-rs” hr December 2011. He stated: 

A. 1 think in March, during one of these working groups, it was iroted 
that there was authority to move into the facility as is but that a 
waiver packet would have to be done at a later date. But I don't 
think that packet was ever completed. 

Q. So was there, sort of a directive not to do a waiver packet? Or 
who would have the aiitliority to say, you can occupy this without 
doing a waiver packet? 

A, Well, not saying that anybody - not saying that somebody said, 

"You don't have to do a waiver packet," but who could grant the 
autliority to move into the building, I tliink that authority was given 
by the Under Secretaiy of Management, Mr. Kennedy. 


The Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 

The second State Department bureau that the .■\RB singled out for “systemic faihues and 
leadership and mauageinent deficiencies” was tlie Near Easteiu Affairs Bureau (NEA), a 
coinponerit of the Under Secretariat for Political Affairs. NEA is the chief policy-making bureau 
in the State Department with responsibility for the Middle East and North Africa, including 
Libya. WTiile officials in NEA disagreed with this finding, some were aware of concerns about 
seemity but were unable to effectuate action to address those concerns. 

Several senior officials witlun NEA told tlie Committee they disagreed witli the ARB’s 
findings with respect to their bureau, not least because NEA was not a biueau tasked with 
secniity fiiuctions prior to the Benghazi attack. For example, the Acting As.sistant Secretaiy of 
Near' Eastern Affairs, Ambassador Elizabeth Jones, a distinguished diplomat who holds the rank 


Id at 67-68 (eiirphasis added). 
Bnltiowicz Tr. at 32. 
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of Career Ambassador in the Senior Foreign Service, told the Committee she was unaware of the 
seciuity problems at the Benghazi special mission compoimd. She also disagreed with the 
ARB’s conclusions about her bureau. She stated; 

A. My reaction is that I wish I'd known what the sihiation there was. I 
wish I'd been told. 

Q. Do you believe there were leadership and management deficiencies 
within NEA? 

A. I do not. 

Q. The finding refers to two bureaus at the State Department. Do you 
believe NEA to be one of those two bureaus? 

A. Yes, Ido. ““ 

Ambassador Jones and other senior officials who ran NEA told the Committee they had 
no responsibility for security policy and staffing in Libya, nor did they have the ability to affect 
those policies and staffing decisions. Rather, they maintained that diis responsibility and 
authority rested entirely with the Diplomatic Security Biu eaii, a component of the Under 
Secretariat for Maiiagenient. Ambassador Jones stated: 

Q. What was NEA's role in secmity at U.S. embassies or U.S. 
facilities ... in Libya? 

A. The Near East Bmeavi has veiy little responsibility and capacity to 
detennine security' at embassies overseas. Tliat responsibility at 
that time lay viitually entirely with the Diplomatic Security 
Bureau."' 

Jones’ deputy. Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary ElizabetJi Dibble shai’ed a similai- sentiment 
with the Committee. She testified: 

A. I suppose tliat I would agree with the second part of tlie sentence, 
that the secmity posture was inadequate for Benghazi and was 
inadequate to deal with the attack. I would not necessarily agree 
that it was due to systematic failures in leadership and management 
deficiencies in the two bureaus at the State Department. 

I think if you go down to the next paragraph of the report, it hits 
the — you know, that’s the nub of it, that thing.s were stovepiped. 

Q. Uli-huh, 


Jones Tr. at 98. 
Jones Tr. at 12. 
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A. But leadership and management deficiencies, 1 think, are broader 
than — tliat is something different than stovepiping."’ 

Dibble also said: 

If you're talking about the reporting chain, Lee Lohman did report to me. 
yes, and I reported to the assistant secretary. But security — and again, 
you know, this was pointed out in the report itself, decisions on security 
were stovepiped pre-Benghazi. And decisions on specific, you know, 
whether to put assets in Beugliazi or in Bujumbura were made by the 
Bureau of Diplomatic Seciu ity, not by the regional bmeaus. I mean, this 
is — and this is sort of — it's not just an NEA issue. It's across tlie board. 

The couvention was that regional bureaus did not have control over the 
security resources, control over the security people, and therefore 
control os'er security.’" 

Lee Lolunan, the head of the NEA Executive Office m cliarge of finance, persoimel and general 
sendees support for the diplomatic mission in Libya, also shared Iris concerns about the ARB’s 
fiuding with tire Committee. He testified: 

Q, Do you think that NEA had any significant role in the .security 
posture of the special missiou in Bengliazi? 

A. Let's go back to what we mean about the security postiue again. 

We're talking about the number of agents on the ground, the 
training and composition of the guards, the foitificalion of the 
buildings, the security procediues that would be used to protect the 
facility. There's no expertise in NEA that could competently 
provide an opinion on any of that. That's what we depended, 
relied on Diplomatic Security to provide,'" 

Raymond Maxwell was the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Maghreb Affairs within NEA. 
U.S. foreign policy toward Libya fell within his portfolio. Maxwell was the only Department 
official within NEA whom the ARB held responsible for poor perfomiance that contributed to 
the failures of Benghazi. Maxwell too shared a siiiiilai- perspective with the Committee about 
NE.A’s relative lack of coiihol over security resowces and the security posture at the U.S. 
mission in Libya, He testified: 

Q. What would be the role of Liz Dibble or Beth Jones in helping the 
folks who are in Libya make tlie case to management to get more 
security? 1 me;m, certainly, if you were aware, if you were 
concerned, it's fair to say that Liz Dibble and Beth Jones were also 
aware, presimiably concerned. 


Dibble Tr, at 87, 

Id. at .SI (emphasis added). 

Loliniau Tr. at 34 (empljasi,s added). 
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A. Yes. 

Q. What would be their role in working with State Department 
management to help the security posture for the folks on the 
ground that were requesting it? 

A. It's typically a DS fiuictiou, and so the DS Secretaiy would have 
the lead in this sort of cross-bureau environment, but it's certainly 
tile case that...tlie NEA Assistant Secretaiy would advocate on 
behalf of posts to the DS Assistant Secretaiy.”' 

Notwithstanding Maxwell’s statement that the NEA Assistant Secretary' would advocate 
on behalf of her posts to the DS Assistant Secretaiy, Acting Assistant Secretaiy Jones told the 
Committee she did not do so with respect to tlie U.S. mission iu Libya. Jones stated: 

Q. And in your interactions, or 1 should say NEA’s interactions with 
DS with . . . regard to seciaity policy, did you have any direct 
interaction with your counteipait . . . Ambassador Boswell? 

A. I had no interactions with Ambassador Boswell about security at 
Embassy Tripoli. ... or at the [Bengliazi] mission.”'’ 

Ambassador Jones’ lack of awareness regarding seciuity resourcing problems in 
Benghazi does not mean no one in NEA was aware of them. Since NEA selves as the chief 
interlocutor for U.S. ambassadors and their diplomatic officers in the region, it is not suiprising 
that Ambassador Clu istopher Stevens and other members of his team routinely expressed their 
needs and concerns through NEA channels. These channels included either direct contact with 
the NEA front office via the Maghreb Desk, or thiongli the NEA executive office (NEA/EX), 
which handled administrative matters such as human resoiuces and finance for diplomatic 
missions iu the region.”’ The needs and concerns expressed to NEA fiom the U.S. mission in 
Libya included DS’s pereiuiial uiiderstaffing of the Benghazi mission and a security environment 
that deteriorated rapidly in the siiminer of 2012. 

For example, in Febnuuy 2012. the U.S. principal officer stationed in Benghazi wiote to 
the NEA/EX desk officer in Washington: 

For DS staffing, please let me know if there is anyone I can call. We had 
a short window yesterday when [tlie Infonnation Management Officer] 
was alone without an RSO [Regional Security Officer] in the conipoimd 
due to simiiltaneous movements by me and the TDYers [temporaiy duty 
DS officers]. We'll de-conflict so that does not happen again, but what 
that means, we will not be able to support any otr-compound movements 


Maxwell Tr. at 19. 
Jones Tr. at 23. 

” Lohmaii Tr. at 8-9. 
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Febniary 12 to 13. I will be restricted to a single movement at that time 
inside Bengliazi city limits fiom Febniary 14 to 24. We've heard that the 
agent scheduled to airive Febinaiy 13 is having visa issues. If he cannot 
travel as planned, we will be down to two agents from February 12 to 24 
and restricted to compoimd."® 

Lohman told the Conuuittee he raised the shortage of DS agents in Bengliazi with Charlene 
Lamb, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Programs in the Diplomatic Security 
Bureau. He stated: 

I said that vve were concerned, because the implications of not having 
sufBcient staffing in Benghazi . . . would have a direct operational impact, 
either . . . the [Information Management Officer], who was hying to 
protect the classified [communications equipinentj, would not have a 
regional secuiitj' officer with him because they were out doing things, or 
lire principal officer would not be able to get out to do his work. Wliat 
could w'e do about this?”® 

As the Office Director for tlie Maghreb Office, William Roebuck was the executive 
officer to Deputy Assistant Secretary Raymond Maxwell and one of the most knowledgeable 
policy experts on Libya in the Department. Roebuck told the Committee that he was so 
concerned about the number of DS agents in Bengliazi, he considered recoinmendiiig to the 
mmiber two in tlie Biueati, Elizabeth Dibble, that the post he shut down to “force the issue” with 
DS, 


111 an e-mail to a subordinate. Roebuck wrote: “I'm skeptical we will get anything more 
than minimal DS support (3), If it drops longer term to two DS agents, we should drop the 
caveats in the e-mail I will send to Liz [Dibble], and we should recommend closing [the 
Benghazi post] to force the issue. Nothing really to lose if w'e lose tlie argument.” '■ 


According to Roebuck, he never sent the proposed e-mail to Dibble, nor did he raise the 
issue of closing the Bengliazi mission to “force the issue.” He testified: 

Q. What was the e-niail you were planning to send to Liz? 

A. 1 don't know. There must have been something that Evyenia and I 
were dialling for Liz for her consideration, but I can't find a record 
of it, so I'm not - 

Q. Okay, So yon looked for a record of — 

A. I did. This is one of the e-mails 1 had in my files, and I read it and 
looked, and I was miable to find anything. 


State Deparhueut Production. Docmiient No. C0538946? (Aug. 2013), 
^^^LolimallTr. at 126. 

Stale Deparmieut Production, Document No. C0539596S (Aug. 2013). 
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Q. Wliat did you mean by closing? Closing the facility in Beiigliazi? 

A. Yeali. That's what I was saying, yeali. As far as I can tell, I did 

not send such an e-mail, but it was — that was definitely something 
I was thinking about as a way to sort of force the issue. 

Q. Because of issues with DS staffing you were concerned about — 

A. Right. 

Q. — the number of agents. Is that safe to say? 

A. Right. Primarily because people out there were not able to do their 
work, they weren’t able to move, they weren't able to do the 
contact work that they wanted to do.’’’ 

* « * 

Q. [T]hat idea ... about closing, potentially closing Benghazi, Was 
tliat an idea that you discussed with anyone else? 

A. I don't have a recollection of discussing it. My sense of the e-mail 
is that I was, you know, gaming out some argmneuts about how to, 
you blow, persuade people to provide additional security,'’" 

NEA officials were aware of the difficulty the Bengliazi post was having in receiving 
enough DS agents to protect the diplomats there and allow them to do their jobs. They were also 
aware of the significant deterioration in the secmity enviromiient which began in the spring of 
2012 with an attack on tlie compound itself and an assassination attempt on the British 
ambassador in Bengliazi. For example. Roebuck told the Committee: 

There had been a substantial spike in violence. Most of it was 
Libyan-on-Libyan violence — assassiirations, abductions, some explosions, 
militia, inter-militia violence. But there had been the begiiuiings of some 
tai'geting of westerners. . . . And so I reached out to Cluis [StevensJ. I 
said, you biow, we're concerned about security for the people out there, 
and we should think about what we're doing with our staffing. And I see 
from his response he agr eed. ' 


Roebuck Tr. at SI-S2. 
'--!d at 90. 
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Roebuck told the Committee that, in response to the spike in violence in Benghazi, he delayed 
deploying a replacement principal officer to the compound: 

A. And so [the outgoing principal officer] left, and I, as I remember, I 
delayed the anival of the new principal officer for a period, as 
we soil of reasse.ssed the situation out there .... 

Q. So do you recall sort of what that gap was or how long that space 
was where you held somebody back or didn’t have somebody 
there? 

A. It was a few weeks. I think. It was about 3 weeks, 2 or 3 
weeks.*’’’ 

In short, at least some officials in NEA were aware of long-standing concerns at post that 
there were insufficient security resources in Benghazi. Yet, either they took no action to 
advocate for additional security resomces to DS because they felt powerless to do so, or they did 
not raise the.se concents with their NEA superiors who could take them to DS. As the ARB 
acknowledges, “security in Benghazi was not recognized and implemented as a ‘shared 
responsibility’ by tlie bureaus in Washington charged with supporting the post, resulting in 
stove-piped discussions and decisions on policy and security.”*’'^ The ARB cited NEA for 
“systemic failmes and leadership and management deficiencies,” yet it singled out only one 
official for “accoimtability,” an official whose failings were totally unrelated to the Benghazi 
tragedy - according to iiifoniiation obtained by the Committee. 


Accountability The ate r 


On December 18, 2012 — approximately ten weeks after it was convened — the ARB 
delivered a report that found certain senior State Deparnnent officials in Washington had 
“demonstrated a lack of proactive leadership and management ability appropriate for the State 
Depaitinent’s senior ranks in their responses to security concerns posed by Special Mission 
Benghazi . . . In the section entitled “Accoimtability of Persomiel,” tlie ARB report 
assigned blame to fow State De|iaitment officials — Eric Boswell, Scott Bultrowicz, Charlene 
Lamb and Raymond Maxwell.'" * Within days, Secrelaiy Clinton placed those four officials on 
administrative leave. 

hi December 2012, the Department’s swift action against the individuals named in the 
ARB report fostered the perception that it had held individuals who were negligent in their 
responsibilities accoimtable. For example, a December 19, 2012 New York Times article stated: 


’’^W. ntSS. 

’’’ ARB Report at 4. 

Id at ,19. 

Id. .yccoiintabiiity section. 
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Four State Departmeiit officials were removed from their posts 
on Wednesday after an independent panel criticized the “grossly 
inadequate” security at a diplomatic compound in Bengliazi, Libya, that 
was attacked on Sept. 11, leading to the deaths of Ambassador J. 

Cluistopher Stevens and tluee other Americans, 

The Administration also praised the State Department’s swift action against the four 
individuals named in the ARB report. With reference to the four Department officials relieved of 
their duties based on the .ARB’s findings. White House Press Secretary Jay Camey said: 

[TJhere has already been, in this very short period of time, actions that 
demonshate accountability as being trpheld .... hmnediately, 
accormtability has been brought to bear with regard to four individuals 
who are very senior. 

Docrrments and testimony obtained by the Coumrittee give the impression that fonner 
Secretary Hillary Clinton’s decision to armotmce action against the irrdividuals named in the 
ARB report was more of a public relations str ategy than a measured response to assign 
accountabilit)' where appropriate. Eight months later, in August 2013, Secr etary Keay reinstated 
the forrr officials placed on administr ative leave. Secretary Kerry' concluded that since they had 
not “breached tlreir duties,” uone of the four should be fired, according to State Department 
spokesperson Marie Harf.*^'^ 

On August 20, 2013, in a daily press briefing, Harf explained that the four officials were 
reinstated in part because taking adverse peisoiuiel action against them would seive merely to 
"make us all feel better.” Harf stated; 

[W]e have to let the facts lead where they may. and these are people with 
real lives and real careers, and we can’t just lake action that’s not 
warranted against them just to make us all feel better. That’s not the 
way the process works, and quite frairkly, we owe it more to oiir diplomats 
serving all around the world to have thorouglr processes and to look at ail 
of this from an independent lens, which is exactly what the ARB did.' ’“ 

Because the employees identified in the .ARB report had not been negligent or willfully 
insubordiirate, the .ARB was not in a position to nrake recomnrendatioirs regardiirg discipline. 

The State Department faced no such restr ictions. .Ambassador Ptckeruig told the Comuiiltee tliat 
the Board felt that the actioirs of these individuals warranted discipline, but the ARB lacked the 
stamtoiy authority to recoriuiieiid specific disciplinary actions, absent a breach of duty. He 
stated; 


Gordon & Schinitt, supra note 28. 

The White House, Office of the Press Sec’y, Press Briefine bv White House Press Sec'y Jay Caniey (Dec. 20, 
2012 ). 

Jay Soioinon, Kenr Remsrates Officials Suspended Oy^er Benghazi AUack. Wall ST. J., Aug. 21, 2013. 
Bureau of Public Affairs. U..S, Department of State, Daily press briefing. Statement of Deputy Spokesperson 
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We were concerned that breach of duty had been defined, both in stahite 
and regulation, in pair llirough what are the iionnal processes of 
negotiation with labor unions and the State Depailineut to the point where 
it required an element of extreme negligence and some element of 
willfulness. And tlie meaning of tliat, Mr. Chainnan, is that you can't 
exercise whafs called discipline, and the disciplines are tluee — 
reprimand, siispemsion, and separation -- without finding the evidence 
sufficient to establish that. And we said, look, we did om best, but that 
was not there, but we found people so deficient in their performaiice of 
their duty that we felt that there should have been some discipline 
available. 

The ARB’s limited authority — which does not extend to recommending adverse 
personnel action -is a weabiess for which Congress may consider a legislative remedy. This 
limited authority is part of a largei' concern about the ARB’s evaluation of accountability related 
to the Benghazi attacks. Witnesses interviewed by the Committee raised questions about the 
ARB’s findings regarding accoimtability, including whether individuals cited by the ARB 
actually had any respoiisibilit}' for decisions related to seciu'ity of U.S. facilities in Libya. 

The fact that the ARB recommeiided discipline for foiu State Department officials who 
“demonstrated a lack of proactive leadership and management abilitj' appropriate for the State 
Department’s senior ranks in their responses to security coiicenis posed by Special Mission 
Benghazi,” and the fact that Secretary Keny took eiglit months to nile out action against those 
fom officials, calls into question the ARB’s findings and the Department's faith in tlie work of 
the ARB. 

More than one year since the attacks in Benghazi, and despite obvious failures by the 
State Depaitmeiit with regard to seeming the Bengliazi mission, no State Department official has 
been fired. No State Department official even missed a paycheck. Those most responsible for 
the attacks — the peipetiators — remain at large. 


Raymond Maxwell's misconduct had no bearing on the security posture in 
Benghazi. 

One of the four officials singled out by the ARB for accountability was Raymond 
Maxw'ell. the Deputy Assistant Secretaiy for Maglueb Affairs within NEA, Maxwell was the 
only individual within NEA criticized by tlie .ARB. The criticism of Maxwell was included in a 
section of the classified version of tlie .ARB report. That section was subsequently declassified. 
With regal'd to Maxwell, the ARB stated: 


Pickering Tr. at 91-92. 
ARB Report at J9. 
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Mindful of the lesson that security is everyone’s responsibility. Board 
members were troubled by the NEA DAS for Maghreb Affairs’ lack of 
leadership and engagement on staffing and security issues in Bengliazi. 

The Board was particularly concerned tfiat an official at his senior level 
would make the affimiative decision not to read intelligence regularly 
when doing so miglit have given him a more informed imderstanding of 
tire areas and issues rmder his responsibility, including secnrity irsks and 
needs. In contrast to the constant engagement by NEA Executive Office 
post management officers and tlie Office Director and staff for the 
Maglueb, the Maghreb DAS failed to provide tangible advocacy vrith DS 
111 support of his subordinates’ efforts and post’s security reqrtests. ' 

Maxwell was removed from his duties as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Maghreb Affairs 
on December 18, 2012, the same day the State Department released the rmclassified version of 
the ARB report. Tluee days later. Maxwell was notified that he had been placed on 
administrative leave. ' As with the other tluee individuals placed on administrative leave. 
Maxwell was not fired — he continued to receive full salary and benefits. He was removed from 
Iris position and prohibited from perfonuing any official duties for tlie Depaitment. 


The ARB’s findings with respect to Maxwell are significant because he was the only 
official the ARB singled out for criticism within a btneati — NEA — which was found to srrffer 
from “systemic failures arrd leadership and irranagement deficiencies [which] resulted in a 
Special Mission secnrity postme that was inadeqrrate for Benghazi and grossly inadequate to deal 
with the attack that took place. This finding is based entirely on Maxwell’s conduct. In fact, 
Ambassador Pickering coufinned to the Conmiittee that Maxwell’s performance was tire focus of 
this finding. He stated: 

Q. Were there systemic failure, s in leadership and management 
deficiencies within the NEA Brueau? 


A. Yes, 

Q. And what were they? 

A. The identification of Mr. Maxwell's faihue fully to perform his 
dutie.s as expected was the major identification that supported that 
judgment. 

Q. And were there any systemic failures in leadership and 
management deficiencies witli any other officials in the NEA 
Brneatr? 


Id., .Accoiuitabilit}' section. 
.Vlaxwdl Tr. at 28. 
at31. 

ARB Repon. at 4. 
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A, No.'-’* 

An aiiaJy.sis of the ARB’s critique of Maxwell’s perfoimance could reasonably be expected to 
shed light on tlie failures of NEA which led to Benghazi, hi reality, however, the ARB’s 
findings with respect to Maxwell raise more questions than answers. 

According to NEA officials inteiviewed by the Committee, decisions about secmity 
policy and seciu ity resources rested fimily within the Biu eau of Diplomatic Secm ity, not 
NEA."" Therefore, the ARB’s finding that Maxwell lacked “leadership and engagement on 
staffing and security issues in Benghazi” is puzzling. Maxwell himself denied having any fonnal 
role in detennining the appropriate security posttue or evaluating security requests by the U.S. 
mission in Libya. He testified: 

Q. And did you have any role in the secmity postme for Libya? 

A, No. 

♦ * ♦ 

Q. Did you have any role in evaluating seciuity requests for Libya, 
whether Tripoli or Bengliazi? 

A. Technically, no. Those requests came in tlnougli the Executive 
Bureau, tlie Post Management Office. They were routed to the 
Executive Director wlio reports to PDAS, or they will also 
parallel-route it through Diplomatic Securit)' and up through that 
chain of command. 

Similarly, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary in NEA, Elizabeth Dibble, told the 
Coimnittee that Maxwell had no responsibility for security measures and should not have been 
held accoimtable by the ARB. She stated: 

Q. But, obviously, they did, you know, find Mi'. Maxwell . . . culpable 
for .something. 1 mean, do you feel that the finding with 
Mr. Maxwell speaks to a systemic faihue of leadership and 
mauagemeiil deficiencies as it relates to security iii Benghazi? 

A. No, because Mr. Ma.xwell wasn't — in the context of the way the 
State Department, not just NEA but across the boaid, in which we 
were operating, you know, a year ago, tlie regional bmeaiis did not 
have oversight over implementation of security ineasiues. And 
because of that, I don't think he should be held responsible for 
what happened in Benghazi."' 


Pickering Tr. at 103-104. 

Jone.s Tr. at 1 IS. 

Maxwell Tr. at 14. 

Dibble Tr. at 88 (emphasis added). 


48 



175 


Lee Lohiiiaii, the Executive Director for NEA in charge of finance, persoimel and general 
services issues for U.S. diplomatic facilities in Libya, agreed. He testified: 

A. For the people in Diplomatic Security, I didn't know what 
infonnation the ARB had accumulated, I didn't know what their 
involvement on any specific decisiormiaking might be, so . , . tire 
justice of those decisions was something that I just had no idea 
about. 

When I looked at Ray Maxwell’s situation, I had a much better 
sense of how much he was or was not involved in tliis, and it 
stnick me as being imfair. 

Q. Can you elaborate on that? 

A. Well, he just wasn't involved in making decisions about the 
security of what was going on at post, because nobody in NEA was 
making those kind of detailed decisions. 

Q. Wa.s he making any decisions related to .security at post? 

A, Not that I was aware of. 

Testimony obtained by the Committee showed that concerns about the ARB’s findings 
regarding Maxwell were not confined to his colleagues in NEA. Fonner Assistant Secretary for 
Diplomatic Security Eric Boswell — who was himself singled out by the ARB for management 
faihue-s related to Benghazi — was also puzzled by the .ARB’s finding with respect to Maxwell’s 
and the NEA Bui'eau’s role in security. Boswell stated: 

A. 1 didn't see anything elsewhere in the repor t about systemic failure 
in the NEA Bmean. I’m sm'e they're talking about the NEA 
Bweau, but beyond saying that there wa.s a DAS that they faulted, 

I didn't see any other - 

Q. That was Mr. Maxwell? 

A. Mr. Maxvvell- 

Q. Were you sru'prised that Mr. Maxwell was in the accoimtability 

section, based upon yoitr interaction with - 

A. I was a little surprised. I didrr't know Mr. Maxwell. 


Loiiman Tr, at 115. 
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Q. Why were you surprised? 

A. I didn't know him as a player on the — 

* * * 

A. I did not know Ray Maxwell, just didn't know him. 

Q. Didn't have any interaction with him? 

A. Didn't have any interaction with him, had no reason to — didn't 
understand why the ARB had mentioned lihn. 

The ARB’s criticism of Maxwell focused on his “affinnative decision not to read 
intelligence regularly when dohig so might have given him a more informed luiderstanding of tlie 
aieas and issues under his responsibility, including security risks and needs.” This finding 
represents the extent of die .ARB’s concents about Maxwell’s perfonnaiice, which amounted to 
the entire basis for the ARB’s finding that NBA suffered fioni “systemic faihues and leadership 
and management deficiencies [whichj resulted in a Special Mission security posture that was 
inadequate for Benghazi and grossly inadequate to deal with the attack that took place.”’'’'' 
Pickering testified: 

Q. Did the Board identify -- just stickmg to Mr. Maxwell, did the 
Board identify any other concerns about Ivh'. Maxwell's 
perfoniiance dial went beyond his failure to read die daily 
intelligence briefing materials? 

A. I believe we considered that sufficient unto itself. And I don't 
want to take it any fuither without going hack again and looking, 
but I think it's — essentially that's the reason.’'*' 

Documents and testimony obtained by the Coimnittee call into question the connection between 
Maxwell’s perfoniiance and the security posture in Benghazi. It is unclear why the ARB based a 
significant finding- -arguably the strongest one in the entire AlfB Report — on Ma,xweirs failure 
to read daily intelligence briefings that did not bear on the security' postur e at U.S. diplomatic 
facilities in Benghazi. Several witnesses testified that Ma.xwell’s decision to stop attending daily 
intelligence reviews had no bearing on what happened in Benghazi. 

In July 2012, Maxwell stopped attending regular luomiiig sessions where briefers horn 
the hitelligence Commimity would make available daily “read-books” of intelligence reports 
relevant to the Biueau’s area of operatioirs.'*^ At these read-book sessions, officials from tlie 


Boswi;!! Tr. at 120-21, 82. 

'''' ARB Report. Accoimtability section. 
"■ Id. at 4. 

Pickerine Tr. at 149 (emphasis added). 
” Maxwell Tr. at 66. 
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NEA front office would come at their convenience between about 7;30 am. and 9:00 a. in. to read 
through the daily intelligence reporting.’^* According to Maxwell, when the ARB mtetviewed 
him for a second time by the ARB, he iufonned the Board that he had stopped attending the 
read-book sessions in part because he found the intelligence to be of dubious value. Maxwell 
testified: 

Well, primarily because the intel was garbage. It was circular reporting. 

It was regurgitated Embassy reporting we were getting anyway. And what 
wasn't recirculated or regurgitated was spectacular and sensational and just 
not usefiil.’'*^ 

Witnesses described the daily read books as “the fumiy book,”'^* or the “fumty papers.”’^’ 

Maxwell told the ARB that during the summer of 20 1 2, he had been invited to give a 
niunber of public speeches and did not want to have trouble separating classified fi om 
uncla.ssified information. He was trying to avoid inadvertently disclosing classified information 
in a public setting. He stated: 

I told them that part of my job included domestic outreach, and I had been 
to Nebraska, of all places, for a weekend of speaking engagements. I had 
been to Los Angeles and Santa Monica. I had briefed diplomatic 
delegations in Washington. I had done a series of briefings for Security 
Cotmcil member delegations who came down from New York. I talked to 
college students and think-tanks and a number of things, and 1 told them 
that I made a decision maybe July-August timefiame that 1 didn't need that 
spectacular sensationalism from the intel briefings from the morning 
readings bouncing around in my head during question-and-answer 
se.ssions with tliese briefings. 

According to Maxwell, what he failed to commimicate to the ARB w'as that he did receive 
regular briefings on a mmiber of classified programs and routinely read tlie cable traffic 
pertaining to his area of responsibility. He testified: 

Now, what they didn't give me a chance to say, and if they had checked I 
would have told them, tliat I was read into a couple of different programs 
that required compartmentalized infomiation and special briefings, and 
when there was actionable iiitelligeuce, the analysts fiom INR [State 
Department Intelligence and Research Bureau] would call me, and I'd 
meet tlieni in the SCIF, and he would make the infomiation accessible to 
me, and tliat happened once cveiy couple of weeks. Additionally, I read 


Jones Tr. at 69-70. 
Maxwell Tr. at 35. 

Id. at 67. 

*'* Dibble Tr. at 62. 
Maxwell Tr. at 25-36. 
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the cable traffic that came in every day tlirougli the classified open net.’*^ 

The ARB appar ently interpr eted Maxwell’s comments about no longer attending the 
daily read-book sessions to mean he had stopped reading intelligence errtirely. The ARB’s 
senior leadership told the Committee that the Board believed Maxwell had stopped reading all 
intelligence materials. Admiral Michael Mullen, the ARB Vice-Chainiran, stated; 

Well, I think he indicated, I think he said pitblicly that he wasn't reading 
the intelligerrce. If you're going to — it's jrrst hard for me to understand 
how you could have airy idea, particularly with respect to tlueat or 
potentral or anything like that, that you're not paying attention to 
intelligence.'''' 


Ambassador Pickering testified that he understood Maxwell’s explanation that he stopped 
atterrding the daily intelligence sessions to nrean that Maxwell had stopped reading all 
intelligence. Pickering testified: 

A, I believe that his approach, which he described to us. Iris principal 
failing was that he made it apparently a practice not to read the 
intelligence. 

Q. Okay. And specifically what type of intelligence do you recall him 
not reading? 


A. I took the statement to cover all intelligence. 

* * * 


Q. Were ther e any other aspects of his perfonnance that were lacking? 
A. That was our principal concern. 

Q. That he didn't read the intelligence generally or just the daily 
intelligence? 

A. He said intelligence.'*"' 


Members of the ARB may have been confiised as to what intelligence Maxwell was 
actually readitrg in tire rottglrly two mouths prror to the Benghazi attacks. NEA officials 
interviewed by the Corrrmittee expressed concenrs about how' the ARB seized ttpon Maxwell’s 
statement irr its final repor"! and linked hi.s decision to skip the morning read-books sessions 
between Jirly and September 20 1 2 to the hagedy in Benghazi. 


Id. at 26. 

Mullen Ti'. at l.tS. 

Pickering Tr. at 35-36 (emphasis added). 
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In an interview with the Committee, Maxwell’s supeivisor, Acting Assistant Secretary 
for NEA Elizabeth Jones, said that if she had known about Maxwell’s decision to stop attending 
the daily read-book sessions, she would have insisted he do so.*^'^ However, she also 
luiequivocally stated that there was no connection between Maxwell’s decision with respect to 
the read-books and the loss of life in Bengliazi. Jones testified: 

Q. Do you believe that with respect to Ray Maxwell, do you believe 
that the - do you believe what the Board found about Mr'. 

Maxwell's condirct that it put in the report, was tliat at all related to 
a systemic failure or a leadership and management deficiency that 
was at all responsible for the seciuity postiue that was inadequate 
m Bengliazi? 

A- No. The issue that was repoiled about Ray in the .ARB about his 
faihue to read intelligence is a perfonnance issue. However, 
because it's been determined that there was no intelligence that 
could have told us that this attack was underway, it wasn't 
materia!.'” 

Jones’ deputy at NEA, Elizabeth Dibble, also felt it was inappropriate for Maxwell to 
stop attending the read-book sessions. ’■'* Still, like Jones, Dibble saw' no comiection between 
Maxwell not attending the read-book sessions and the seciuity faihues which contributed to the 
attacks in Bengliazi. Dibble stated: 

1 don't think he was responsible for .security in Libya, and so to be held 
accountable for security' breaches, lapses, failmes, however you want to 
characterize them. I don't think is right, for him to be held accountable, 
because he had no decision authority ... he had no impact, no control over 
the allocation of seciuity resoiu-ces. ... I am not sme that that is directly 
related to what happened in Bengliazi because I don't see the link there, 
and I am not quite sure why the - how the ARB. I mean, if he said some 
of these thuigs, it does strike me as odd and off and not what one would 
expect Irom a senior officer. But, again, that's not - it doesn't fall into 
lack of— you know, dereliction of duty or any'thing with regard to 
Bengliazi. 

Despite focusing on Maxwell’s actions with respect to intelligence and drawing a 
connection between tliose actions and tlie security' situation m Bengliazi, the .ARB did not ask 
key w'itnesses any questions about that issue. Maxwell’s supervisor and colleagues could have 
provided context for Maxwell’s testimony to the Boaid before it held him accomitable for actions 
the Board found to have contributed to the inadequate security postiue m Benghazi. The ARB 


Jones Tr. at 91. 

Id. at 98-99 
Dibble Tr. at 54. 
‘^DibbleTr. at 64-65. 
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did not ask them. Maxwell’s direct supervisor. Acting Assi,stant Secretary for NEA Elizabeth 
Jones, was interviewed twice by the ARB. She told the Coimnittee the ARB never asked her 
about Maxwell’s conduct or perfomiance. Ambassador .Tones testified; 

Q. [A]t neither iiieetiiig were yoti asked about your supervision of 
Mr. Maxwell. Is that con-ect? 

A. I believe that to be the case. 1 don't recall any question 
about persoimel issues.'®'* 

+ * ♦ 

Q. Would you have preferred that, as Mr, Maxwell's supervisor, [the 
.ARB] had consulted you about his perfoniiance matter issues? 

.A. Yes, because I could have told them that he had plaimed to retire 
within 3 days of the Bengliazi attack happening. 

Q. Wiry is that relevant? 

A. I believe it's potentially, possibly relevant as to why Ray Maxwell 
stopped reading intelligence. 

Q. Could you elaborate on it? 

A, He told me, when I talked to him about it, that he had stopped 

reading intelligence in tlie weeks before he retired so he wouldn't 
get mi.xed up in public statements about what was classified and 
what was unclassified, about what he knew about the countries in 
his region. 

Q. Did you find that to be a sensible reason? 

A. No, because I think it's quite easy to keep separate, 

Q. Did you tell him that at the time? 

A. I did, 

Q. Wlrat did he say? 

A. He didti't say anything. But I was more concerned that he had not 
given that explanation to the ,ARB, because I thought that that 
would have given better context to the statement tliat he made to 
the .ARB, 


Jones Tr. at 99, 
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Q. And just to be clear, what was yotu’ understanding of the statement 
that he made to the ARB? 

A. That he had stopped reading intelligence in the weeks before the 
attack.'^' 

The ARB’s approach to assigning accoiuitability within NEA for the faihues that led to 
the Benghazi tragedy is puzzling. The ARB identified “systemic failures and leadership and 
management deficiencies at senior levels” within NEA, It seems obvious that a “systemic 
failure” within a large organization such as NEA could only result from a widespread failure 
tluoughout the system, either to recognize the challenges posed by the inadequate seciu ity 
posture of the Bengliazi mission in a deteriorating enviromnent, or else to take the appropriate 
steps to rectify it in order to safeguard American lives. Yet within the entire NEA Biueau, the 
ARB singled out only Raymond Maxwell, for conduct his own supervisor contended was not 
“material” to what happened in Bengliazi. 

If Ambassador Jones and others are riglit, and the intelligence Maxwell stopped reading 
was not material because NEA was essentially powerless to affect the actions of DS in Benghazi, 
it IS tmclear why the ARB blamed Maxwell for not reading it. If tlie intelligence did provide 
some kind of insight which could have prevented the failures of Benghazi, it is further unclear 
why Maxwell was held accountable for not reading it. but Ambassador Jones and others witliui 
NEA were not held accotmtable for having read it and taken no effective steps to remedy tire 
shortcomings of the Benghazi compound’s security posture before it led to a loss of life? 


The ARB appropriately cri tidied Charlene Lamb's actions but downplayed 
how the Under Secretary for Management influenced her decisions. 

The ARB leveled specific criticism at Charlene Lamb, the Deputy Assistant Secretaiy for 
International Programs, for the Diplomatic Security Bureau’s failure to provide the full 
complement of five special agents for Benghazi. DAS Lamb repeatedly soiiglit to limit the 
number of agents in Bengliazi. She also ignored her subordinates’ efforts to improve .staffing 
levels. Still, the temporaiy nahire of the facility provides important context for her actions. 
Under Secretary Kennedy, her superior, approved that decision. 

Lamb remained consistently' resistant to providing the five DS special agents earmarked 
for the Benghazi special mission compomid by tlie December 2011 memorandimi signed by 
Under Secretary Keiuiedy. The DS desk officer for Libya told the Committee: 

The RSO in Tripoli, the priinai'y RSO, he was — you know, he wanted his 
five agents which he thought was due to him from the memorandimi tliat 
wa.s signed on December 27th. Several dilTerent issues impacted on the — 
particularly in that timefiame. We aheady spoke about the trouble we 


Jones Tr. at 100-101 
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were having getting TDY personnel. At that time I was still attempting to 
get five agents for most of that period? 

In mid-Februaiy, in conversations with DAS Lamb, it became quite — she 
made it quite apparent that she wanted three agents on the ground in 
Benghazi. From that time on, I was attempting to get three agents into 
Benghazi at all times. 

According to individuals interviewed by tlie Committee, Lamb’s resisted staffing Bengtiazi to 
the full complement of DS agents because she believed tliat DS special agents had been poorly 
utilized in Benghazi. One of her principle concents was the reliance of DS agents to drive the 
special mission compoimd’s annored vehicles, a role typically fiilfilled by locally employed staff 
in other countiies.’*’^ 

Lamb’s resistance to providing more DS special agents continued even after an apparent 
terrorist lED attack on the Bengliazi compound on June 6, 2012, which blew a hole in the 
peiimeter wall. At that time, the RSO in Tripoli renewed his request for the full complement of 
five DS agents for Benghazi. Both Lamb’s Regional Director for Near Eastern Affairs as well as 
the Libya desk officer stiongly supported this request. The desk officer told the Committee: 

Q. Based on your experience, just from a personal perspective, did 
you support that number or support that assessment? 

A. Yes. Not only did I support it, 1 sent it to the RSO for clearance as 
well, which he supported ftilly, and I drafted an action 
memorandum stating the RSO's request. 

Q. And what happened to tJiat action memorandum? 

A. It was approved by my direct supervisors, and then it was upstairs 
for a while. And we didn't hear anything. We felt it urgent 
enough, my supervisor scheduled a meeting witli DAS Lamb, and 
in the meeting with DAS Lamb, essentially tlie long and short of it, 
the memo was denied for additional resources, persomiel-wise. 

* * * 

I mean, by the memo, 1 thought it was pretty' clear. I had outlined 
the anti-Western attacks. My feelmgs, along with the RSO's - and 
both RSOs opposed, and my superiors, we tried to advocate for 
additional security resources. It was denied. It wasn't outright 
denied. It was - she wanted to know specifically what progiams 


Papanu Tr. at 23. 
See id. at 58. 
“■‘/rf at 42-43. 
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that the additional agents would be working on.’^^ 

Lamb also seemed very resistant to continuing the mission of the Department of Defense 
(DOD) Security Support Team (SST), a cadre of 16 special operators seconded to the State 
Department and placed under the authorit>' of the Chief of Mission. DOD provided the team to 
State on a cost reimbursable ba.sis, meaning the only costs to the State Department to have it in 
Libya were for transport, room and board, Tire SST deployed to Libya on 1 20-day deployments, 
which had to be renewed periodically in order to keep the team there. Although a handful of 
SST members were sent to Bengliazi on a number of occasions to reinforce security there, the 
SST was primarily a Tripoli-based security’ asset. 

In Tripoli, the SST provided critical protection for the visits of numerous U.S. -based 
personnel to Libya as pait of the Administration’s plans to assist the new Libyan govenuuent. 
According to William Roebuck, Director of the Maghreb Office within NEA: 

A. The NSS [National Security Staff), like a number of people in the 
interagency, wanted to get more assistance to the Libyan 
govennnent on a range of areas, democracy in govenuuent, 
helping them rebuild their security institutions, helping with civil 
society. And the way that we were slnictmed to do that was to 
send out TDYers to do it for a few weeks at a time, and that was 
difficult, because the embassy was just getting stood up again: they 
had limited bed space and other ability to support these visits, so 
they were pushing back, and so there was some fiiction between 
post and interagency about, you know, liow to properly manage 
that desire to get assistance out to the Libyan government. 

* * * 

Q, Was the DOD SST presence . . . necessaiy to ensiue that the 
staffing that was being pushed by NSS, the munbers, the 
individuals being pressed had adequate security to be able to get 
out and. you know, flilfill the responsibilities that they were being 
asked to do? 

A. I think the SST team was an important part of that seemity, I 
mean, tliey were a vital component in it. DS also provided regular 
RSO, ARSO folks and MSD teams. And all that together provided 
the security for the embassy and the security for TDYers, 
movements, et cetera. And. yeah, that kind of — taken together, all 
that security support was essential to allow the embassy to function 
and to allow the TD wires to get out there and to provide assistance 
to the Libyans. 


Jd. ill 44. 

Transcribed Inten iew ofWiiham Roebuck. Transcript at 120-22 (Aug. 5, 2013) [hereinafter Roebuck Tr.]. 
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As early as Febniary, Lamb had been pushing to end the SST mission, despite strenuous 
objections fiom the Embassy in Tripoli. The Committee asked tire Libya desk officer in DS 
about tliis. Papann stated; 

Q. I will just read it for the record. So it is an e-mail from you on 
Friday, Febniary 3rd, 2012, It is unclassified. It looks like it is to 
Eric Nordstrom and CC Jim Bacigalupo and Dairiel Meehan. The 
subject is "DS/IP meeting on Tripoli," So you wrote, "Eric, we 
had a meeting with DAS Lamb and DS/IP/OPO yesterday on 
Tripoli. Here m e a couple of takeaways. One, DS/TP is not going 
to support extension of the DOD SST team past April 5. Please 
start thinking about what post could potentially need from DOS 
assets (high threat trained agents and SPS were botli mentioned)," 

* * * 

A. [Ojiie of tlie things tliat DAS Lamb mentioned in this meeting, 
obviously, was she was not going to support the extension of the 
DOD/SST team."^’ 

The Ambassador and his staff in Tripoli at the time were taken aback by Lamb’s position. In an 
e-mail, Ambassador Gene Cretz — Cluis Stevens’ immediate predecessor — wrote: 

I fail to see the logic as to why DS would not support an extension of SST, 
ruiless DOD is against it which we have no inkling of ... . The bottom 
line is we will be severely impacted without them and no one here is 
aigiimg that there has been any improvement in the security situation 
which would argue that they are no longer needed.'^® 

The Ambassador’s deputy weighed in as well, saying that "This is an untenable position.”'®^ 

Although SST was extended past April 5, it would prove to be the final extension of the 
team’s mission, hi July 2012, Under Secretaiy Keimedy informed DOD that the State 
Department would not be requesting a finther e.xtension of the SST mission. A handful of DOD 
special operators remained in Tripoli past the early August expiration date of the SST to provide 
training for their Libyan niilitaiy couuteiparts. According to Roebuck, Ambassador Stevens and 
his colleagues at the Embassy would have prefened to keep the SST riimiing, in part to provide 
security'. Roebuck stated: 

Q. And your sense at the time was that post did want to extend the 
group? Or were they more focused on shifting the mission of the 
group? 


Papanu Tr. at 97-98. 

E-mail from Gene A. Cretz to Elizabth L. Dibble. “FW: DSdP meeting notes on Ti'ipoH" (Feb. 14. 2012. 3:41 
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A. They wanted to extend it for a substantial period. At a certain 
point, I think they realized — and this was later than this memo. It 
would have been — you know, later in the summer, they realized 
that, you know, changing — m fact, in here, it is already' evident 
that changing the natm-e of dm mission was a good way to ensine 
that at least some of the people stayed on die gromid and would 
help provide some security at post. And then they wanted this — 
also, post was strongly supportive of this |trainingj mission. So 
keeping people on the giound also supported that mission. 

Q. But part of die motivation, at least as you understood it, was to 
have diose assets on the groimd from a secmity perspective as 
much as a training program? 

A, I think so, yeah. Simply because they were - they had been part of 
the security team. You know, they were aimed and trained. And 
even if they were focused primarily on die hauling of Libyan CT 
forces, they could be an asset to help post, I think that was the 
diiiikhig of Clu'is. 

# ♦ ♦ 

I mean, Cluis' general predisposition was to keep the SST guys out 
there. 

Q. From a hainiug or a security standpoint? Or for both? 

A. The predisposition 1 am talking about is for security. But I think 
he also recognized as the mission for — at least a piece of the SST 
change that it would - you know, it would be a good asset to 
provide the [coiuitertenorism] training but also to provide some 
secmity' for post and be a rationale for keeping some of those guys 
at post. 

Q. Was there a concern about security if the SST team left, that the 
post would lack the adequate security resources? 

A. I think that is probably — yeah. I think that is a fan" description 
based on what I have seen from, you know, RSO e-mails and 
indications from Cluis.’™ 

These examples, and odiers described to the Coimnittee in docimieiits and testimony, 
suggest that the ARB’s citation of Lamb’s poor manageinent was certainly justified. 
Nonetheless, the ARB downplayed the effect of decisions made by Lamb’s superiors that 

Roebuck Tr. at 127-129. 
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contributed to her actions. Lamb failed to heed the recommendations of both the RSO in Tripoli 
and her subordinates in Washington to increase tlie number of DS agents in Bengliazi in the 
wake of the Jtme 6, 2012 tenorist attack on the compound. As mentioned earlier. Lamb’s office 
was struggling to provide enougli TDY DS agents to the mission in Libya in part because the 
temporary nahire of those missions had forced them to use a persomiel system to supply those 
agents which was never designed to handle the workload. The temporary, ad hoc nature of the 
mission in Libya was not a decision made at Lamb’s level, or indeed even withm the DS bm eau. 
Rather, the Depaitment’s top leadership made this decision. And while Lamb’s resistance to 
extending the SST mission, particiilai'ly as early as Febinaiy 2012, is difficult to understand, the 
fact remains that the ultimate decision to end that mission rested with, and was taken by, Lfuder 
Secretary Kennedy. 


U is unclear why the ARB did not hold the Under Secretary for 
Management accountable for decisions that affected the security posture 
in Benghazi, 

The ARB con ectly identified a number of failures which contributed to the Benghazi 
h agedy, however; the Board stopped sliort of identilying the root causes of those failures. In 
particular, the ARB appeared remaikably imciu ious about the role of decisions made by officials 
above the four identified by the ARB as “accountable" for the failures of Benghazi. Witnesse,s 
questioned the ARB’s reluctance to examine the effects of decisions made at more senior levels 
within the State Depmtment. 

Gregory Hicks, the fanner Deputy Cliief of Mission at Embassy Tripoli, told tlie 
Coimnittee that the ARB, in hi.s view, may have overlooked the extensive role of Under 
Secretary for Management Patrick Kennedy in the relevant Bengliazi-related decision making. 
Hick.s testified: 

In our system, people who make decisions have been confinued by the 
Senate to make decisions. The three people in the State Department who 
are on administrative leave pending disciplinaiy action are below Senate 
confirmation level. Now, the DS assistant secretary resigned, and he is at 
Senate confinnation level. Yet the paper trail is pretty deal’ that decisions 
were being made above his level. Certainly the fact tliat Under Secretary 
Kennedy required a daily report of the personnel in coinitry and who 
personally approved eveiy official American who went to Tripoli or 
Benghazi, either on assignment or TDY, would suggest some 
responsibility about security levels within the country lies on his desk. So, 
you know - and since DS works for him as well and therefore tlireat 
reporting should be coming up to him, and so, you know, the ability — at 
his point, it is pretty clear that persomiel and tlueat meet. Not only that, 
but budget also meets at his desk, so, you know, if we assume that in onr 
system, Senate confinnation means you get to make decisions, the under 
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secretaiy for management is confirmed by the Senate, his appointment.”" 

As previously discussed, the decision by Ambassador Kemiedy to approve the extension 
of the Benghazi special mission compound for one year as a temporary, residential facility had a 
luunber of negative effects on the U.S. Government’s ability to provide adequate personnel and 
physical security resources. The fanner Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security, Eric 
Boswell, confirmed that Kemiedy approved this extension. He testified: 

Q. Did you feel that there were any decisions related to security in 
Libya that involved individuals abov'e you in the chain of 
command? 

A. Involving seciuity in Libya, yes. The Under Secretaiy' for 
Management was definitely involved in decisions involving - lots 
of decisions about Bengliazi. He's tlie one, after all, that 
authorized, gave the go-ahead for the mission in the first place and 
extended the mission. He approved the extension of tlie temporary 
mission.”’ 

« « « 

Q. You said the memo that went to Under Secretaiy Kemiedy, 
though? 

A, Right, riglit. Tlie December whatever it was memo tliat went - to 
which I refened earlier, the decision memo regarding extending 
the temporary facility in Benghazi. 

Q. Does that mean it was the Under Secretaiy of Management's 
decision that it be a temporary facilitjU 

A. Yes, yes. It was certainly his decision to aiitliorize the extension, 
so, yes,”'' 

Similarly, the decision to end tire SST mission in Libya in July 2012 was made by 
Ambassador Kemiedy, albeit based upon a reconinieiidalion from Charlene Lamb. Assistant 
Secretaiy for DS Eric Boswell testified: 

Q. Who were the decisionmakers relative to the - eitlier the presence 
or the mission of the SST? 

A. The ultimate decisionmaker is Under Secretaiy Kemiedy. 


Trattscribed Intemevv of Gregoiy Hkks by H. Comni. on Oversight mid Gov't Reform Conmi, staff. Transcript 
at 115-166 (Apr. 11,2013). 

Boswell Tr. at 92. 

”■*/!/. at 29-30. 
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Scott Bultrovvicz — ^Boswell’s deputy — agreed. He stated: 

Well, again, he was certainly involved in the discussion whether or not the 

SST was going to be extended, because I tliink DOD reached out actually 

directly to Under Secretary Kennedy on that.'^® 

The Committee iuteiviewed several State Department officials who testfied that 
Ambassador Kennedy was very involved in other aspects of the U.S. diplomatic mission in 
Libya, including the Benghazi special mission compound. .Ambassador Boswell gave testunouy 
that is consistent with testimony provided at the Committee’s May 8, 2013 healing. He told the 
Committee that .Ambassador Kennedy was involved in staffing and budgets for Libya. He 
testified; 

Q. .And this is maybe a bit repetitive of what w'e just talked about, but 
at the May 8th hearing this committee held, a number of the 
witnesses raised questions about Under Secretaiy Kemiedy's role 
in decisions related to Libya. They suggested that he wa.s very 
involved in decisions related to staffing and budget. Do you agree 
or disagree whth that? 

A. I do agi ee. He was veiy aware of what was going on in Libya and 
was involved in decisions. Sure, I agree with that. 

* * « 

Q. Beyond him approving the extension, was he involved in any other 
discussions about Libya or decisions related to Libya? 

A. That I am awar e of - you have to miderstand that Libya was — 

Tnpoli and Benghazi were unaccompanied posts. It is the 
Department's policy and practice to handle unaccompanied posts hi 
a particular way. Unaccompanied, I mean with no families. And 
so any decision about travel in and out, staffing levels was made 
by the Under Secretaiy for Mairageiiient. 

Q. Is that staffing of secmitj' amt political staff.' 

A. All, all, all positions. 

Q, So any decisions on staffing would — 

A. Staff size, yes. He would personally approve them. 


at 125. 

Bulti'owicz Tr. at l.i2. 
^ Bo.tw'ell Tr. at 93-94. 
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Q. Okay. And you wouldn't be involved in the discussion? 

A. DS might be involved with his staff. I niiglit be involved, yes. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Maglireb Affairs Raymond Maxwell also told the Committee that 
Ambassador Keiuiedy was intimately involved in the details for Libya. Maxwell testified: 

Q. The DCM, Mr. Hicks, testified that Ambassador Keiuiedy was 
veiy' engaged on a minute level about the incidents that were 
occurring in Bengliazi in the months leading up to the attacks. 

A. Yep. 

Q. Does that suiprise you? 

A. It does not. We-oiie of the things that I found interesting was that 
the Under Secretaiy approved eveiy person that went in or came 
out of Tripoli. Now, that's the Under Secretary .... [TJhere were 
tunes when the Under Secretary for Management would delegate 
that authority to the Assistant Secretary of the regional biueau 
affected or to the Ambassador at post. But Pat Kemtedy has never 
done that.''® 

* ♦ ♦ 

A. The DAS Assistant Secretaiy reports to the Under Secretaiy for 
Management. The way the Under Secretary for Management 
runs things, there is no decision that DS makes that doesn’t 
have his input and his imprimatur, his approval. There is no 
decision that DS doesn't make that doesn't have bis 
disapproval. DS--the Under Secretary for Management speaks for 
DS for all practical purposes, and there is no decision that DS 
makes that tlie Under Secretary for Management is not involved in. 

Q. So, the important decisions about the security posture in Libya 
leading up to the attacks, if Mr. Boswell was held accountable 
for those decisions, is it fair to say that the Under Secretary for 
Management would have had a role in those decisions? 

A. Absolutely,'®” 


Boswell Tr, at 92. 
Maxwell Tr. at 87-88. 
at 87. 
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Lee Lolunaii, the Executive Director of the Near Eastern Affairs Biueau, told the Committee that 
Keimedy was personally involved in reviewing the schematics of the villas to he occupied hy the 
U S. diplomats in Benghazi. He stated: 

A. I was at least in one meeting where the iradersecretaiy himself was 
looking at the - the schematics and looking at which property 
would he selected and so on and offering opmions, but the staffers 
were . . . constantly providing input to us; not in . , . the sense of 
them having a personal opinion, but they were conveying the 
wishes of the undersecretaiy. 

Q. Is that a normal airangement . . . for M to be involved in selecting 
the facilities? 

A. Wien you say, 'nonnal.’ what do you iiieaii? 

Q. Is that common for the State Depaifiiieut? 

A, In a situation like this, it's . . . consistent with . , . past practice for 
the undersecretary to be involved. 

Q. Past practice tluougliout your experience ... at the State 
Department? 

A. Well, I think it . . . depends on the undersecretary. Some ... get 
more into the detail than others. 

Q. I guess we have heard that Undersecretary Kennedy is very 
involved ... in the details. Would you say he was more involved 
in the details on this . . . decision than - 

A. Yes. 

* * * 

Q. So Uudersecretaiy' Kennedy and his staff conveying his desires 

was heavily involved in that discussion? 

A. Heavily."' 

According to Acting Assistant Secretary for NEA. Ambassador Elizabeth Jones, before the 
Benghazi attack, any disagieements between her Bureau and the Diplomatic Security Biueau 
would be adjudicated by Pat Kemiedy. Jones testified; 

[I]f there was a disagreement between tiie Near East Bureau and 


Lotmiaa Tr. at 26-27. 
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Diplomatic Secretary, how would that be adjudicated or how — to whom 
would we — it would go to Under Secretaiy Pat Kemiedy. 

Documents attd testiinony show that Ambassador Kemiedy attended regular meetings 
with DS and NEA where, among other subjects, Libya was a topic of discussion. For example, 
Brian Papanu, the DS desk officer for Libya, described a July 2, 2012 meeting where the fiiture 
of the Benghazi special mission compoimd beyond December 2012 was discussed. He stated: 

Q. Do you recall the . . . July 2nd meeting vvitli Under Secretaiy 
Keimedy? 

A. 1 do. 

Q. Did you attend that meeting? 

A. 1 did. 

Q. Can you provide us yoiu recollection of that meeting? 

A. Certauily . . . From ray recollection, the only Libya mention was a 
question NEA - I believe it was NEA/EX, but it could have been 
NEA/MAG — about the continued presence in Bengliazi. 

Q. And . . . what was the question posed to him? 

A. Essentially, I can't remember the specifics, but are we going to 

continue with die mission in Bengliazi. 

Q. And was Under Secretaiy Kennedy present at the meeting? 

A. He was. 

Q. And do you recall what his response was? 

A. His response was he had to check with S. 

Q. And by ‘S,’ what does that mean? 

A. That would be Secretaiy of State. 

To date, it is unclear wdiether Ambassador Kemiedy ever discussed this matter with Secretaiy' of 
State Hillary Clinton. The role of senior State Department leadership other than Kemiedy in 
detenniiiing the parameters of Benghazi as an ad hoc. teinporaiy mission remains one of the 
many questions the Coiimiittee intends to answer through its ongoing investigation. 


Jones Tr. at 34-35. 
‘“PapmiuTr. 115-116. 
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E-mails reviewed by the Committee, however, show it is likely that Secretary Clinton’s 
views played some role in the decision making on the fiiture of the U.S, diplomatic mission in 
Benghazi. For example, in September 2011, when the Depaifment was discussing what to do 
with the Bengliazi special mission compound in the wake of the reopeumg of tlie U.S. Embassy 
in Tripoli, several NEA officials discussed the Secretary’s desire to continue operating the 
Benghazi mission. Lee Loliman wr ote: “Do I remember conectly that the Secretary had views 
about keeping Benghazi goitrg?”'®'* 

Ariotlier State Department official responded: “Not sme. [Ajloiig the lines of what Cluis 
[Stevens] has laid out, i.e., for another six months or so? I am not sure if she had view's of 
anything longer term than that.”'*'' 

Raymond Maxw'ell replied: 

I remember [Assistant Secretary of NEA] Jeff [Feltmaii] (or somebody 
very important) saying that S definitely wanted Benglrazi to continue 
operations for some tirrre to come. No specifics were mentioned 
though.'*^ 

Elizabeth Dibble responded. She wrote: 

1 raised with [NEA Assistant Secretary Jeffrey Feltmair|. He thinks Chris 
needs to stay in Bertglrazi luitrl [REDACTED] has relocated more or less 
permanently to Tripoli. He also thinks we should not rush to shut down 
operation there; tliis is in keeping with what the Secretary has said.'*’ 

The ARB downplayed the impoilance of the decisions made above DS and NEA. 
Docimrents and witness testimony show that these decisions — including those made by the 
Under Secretary tor Management arrd other senior State Departinerrt otTrcials—influeiicod or 
infonned the actiorrs of those ruider tlreir supervision. The iinporfance of such decisions will be 
a continued focus of the Committee’s investigation. 

In the rush to assign blaure for the events leading up to the attacks in Benghazi, the State 
Deparhuent accepted the ARB findings regarding accountability at face value and immediately 
placed the careers of fotn public servants into bureaucratic purgatory. 

There is no question that any individual whose actions contributed to the inadequate 
security posture in Benghazi should be held accormtable. The ARB took this responsibility 
seriously and went above and beyond their predecessors in assigning accountability to four State 
Department officials. Documents and testimony, however, have raised questions about the 
adequacy of the ARB’s findings witli respect to accountability, and whether State Department 
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leadership relied on the ARB’s recoinmeirdations regarding aecoimtability in the absence of 
doing their own evaluation of ofEcials above the Assistant Seeretaiy level. The Committee’s 
investigation will continue to focus on identifying all the State Deparfment officials w'ho bore 
responsibility for the inadequate security posture in Benghazi. 


U.S. Diplomacy jn Libya: Expeditionaiy or Expei^^t? 

Another consequence of the ARB downplaying decisions made above the Assistant 
Secretary level in assigning accountability for the failmes of Benghazi may be that the ARB 
missed the larger context of the Bengliazi tragedy, namely the State Department’s decision to 
operate the U.S. diplomatic presence in Libya as an ad hoc and poorly-defended outpost of what 
tlie Department has labeled “expeditionary diplomacy.” As a result, the State Depaitiuent may 
not learn all the riglit lessons from the Bengliazi hagedy. In particular, the Department may need 
to figure out how to strike a better balance between the perceived policy imperative of operating 
in a paificular location and the exigencies of operating in dangerous and unstable eiiviromiieiits 
without adequate U.S. or host nation secinity support. 

The Coimiiittee heard different views about what expeditionary' diplomacy actually 
means; however, witnesses consistently testified that it involves operating diplomatic outposts in 
unstable environments which, in the past, the State Department believed were too dangerous to 
host diplomats. According to Principal Deputy .Assistant Secretary for Near' Eastern Affairs 
Elizabelli Dibble, the ARB failed to grasp the significance of the role played by e.xpeditionaiy 
diplomacy in its analysis of the Bengliazi tragedy. Dibble testified: 

A. There were paifs of [the ARB report] that 1 felt perhaps missed the 
larger context in which we aie operating now. 

Q. Can you elaborate on that? 

A. Things changed in the way we conduct orn diplomacy in the period 
after Iraq, and we are now operating in places where 1.5 yeais ago 
we would have been pulluig people out. histead we are putting 
people in. And the phrase ‘expeditionary diplomacy'’ really does 
mean something. .And at least in the Near East world, things have 
gotten much harder and. frankly, much more dangerous. You 
know, 30 years ago Beirut was the anomaly, it was the exception, 
and now we have more posts that aie under some sort of 
restriction — or we're probably .50-.‘)0 now. But even Cairo, which 
had always been our big — you know, it was the center of the - the 
beating heart of the Arab world, as they say, is now on ordered 
depaiture. Tunisia, where I seived, is an unaccompanied post. 

So things have changed. And what I wasn't sme came through in 
tlie report was how imicli things have changed since haq and how 
we as foreign service officers are being asked to operate in a 
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different context and world than we were certainly when I 
joined.’®* 

According to fonner Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security Eric Boswell, expeditronary 
diplomacy involves the Department operating in “war" zones,” often alongside the U.S. Armed 
Forces. Boswell stated: 

It's the central policy question that we have to deal with in DS, and the 
Department for that matter. I thirrlc 1 have very good perspective ... with 
wlrich to answer tliat question becairse I have been Assistant Secretary 
twice, the last time in the '90s, before the term "expeditionary diplomacy" 
ever was coined. It was in 2003, in tire wake of 9/11, the 9/1 1/2001, that 
- that the United States Govenunerrt made a decision tlrat it would operate 
embassies in places wlrere in my previous incarnation we never would 
have been, specifically war zones, war zones where there is active combat, 
arrd U.S. troops for that nratter. 

Former Dir ector of the Diplomatic Secruity Service Scott Brrltrowicz believed expeditionary 
diplomacy certainly involved danger, arrd sonretirnes ittvolved U.S. diplontats operating out of 
f7(f hoc physical facilities, Bultrowicz stated: 

[W]heu you talk about expeditionary diplontacy and you talk about 
deploying to these types of places, there has to be a recognition that there 
is a tlneat tlrat it could happen, especially if you're not going into a 
purpose-built facility wher e you have all of the resources and marrpower 
that you do in Kabrrl or Iraq.””* 

However, unlike Iraq and Afghanistan, where the Department has relied heavily on the U.S. 
military (and now on a small anny of anned private security contr actors in Iraq) to provide a 
strong outer defense for its facilities, U.S. diplomats in Libya were forced to operate in a 
darrgerous and imstable environment withorrt reliable U.S, or host nation security support. Lee 
Loluriari, the Executive Director of the Near Eastern Affairs Bureau, testified: 

[RJemember that Benghazi, I'm not sure that we — I'nr trying to think 
back. I iirearr, we've evacuated from any number of places, but I'm not 
sure we've ever gone into something in such an expeditionary way as this 
by ourselves without havitrg military along with tts.^^’ 

Brian Papanu, the DS de,sk officer for Libya, told the Committee that host nation security support 
had been better in the war-torn nation of Liberia than in Bengliazi. He testified: 

A. Well. Benghazi was definitely unique in almost every — I can't 
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think of a mission similar to this ever, and definitely in recent 
liistoiy. Potentially the closest I can tliink of was when we went 
into Momovia, but there we had pretty decent host nation support, 
as far as I know. 

Q. I am Sony, so Liberia had better host nation support than 
Bengliazi? 

A. That was my understanding. '’* 

Fonner Deputy Chief of Mission in Libya, Greg Hicks, told the Committee that because the 
mission in Libya was pait of the Depaitinent’s expeditiouaiy diplomacy approach, he and his 
colleagues had to make do with fewer security resomces than were needed. He stated: 

[Y]ou know, this was expeditiouaiy diplomacy... we were doing oiu' best 

with the resources that we had . . . when we got there, we airived in Libya, 

we didn't have the security' resources that we needed . . , 

Docmuents and testimony obtained by the Committee during the course of its 
investigation show that the ad hoc facility in Bengliazi, rather than being an example of 
expeditiouaiy diplomacy, was instead an expedient way to maintain a diplomatic presence in a 
dangerous place. The State Depaitineiit was operating a teiuporaiy residential facility in a 
violent and unstable environment without adequate U.S. and host nation security support. 

The ARB recognized that in Benghazi die Department failed to strike “the proper balance 
between acceptable risk and expected oiilcoiiies in high risk, liigli threat areas.”"’'' Because the 
decision to keep the Benghazi mission nimiing in the face of a dangerous enviromnent without 
adequate U.S. or host nation security support was made at a level above which the ARB decided 
to assign accoimtability, it is unclear whether the ARB’s report will result in a Department better 
able to stiike the appropriate balance in the fiiture. 


The State Department Eagerly Relied on the Flawed 
Acc ountability Findings in the ARB Report 

The ARB released its imclassified report on December 18, 2012. The classified version 
of the report identified four State Department officials whose actions, in the ARB’s opinion, 
contributed to the inadequate secmify posture in Benghazi. It did not, however, find that the 
conduct of any of these officials constituted a “breach of duty.” Absent this statutorily defined 
standard, the Boaid lacked the authority to effect any specific persoimel actions. The ARB 
instead took the unprecedented step of issuing findings for individuals who they believed bore 
some responsibility for the inadequate security posture in Bengliazi. In addition, they provided 
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recommeEdations for administrative, not disciplinary, action against two of these individuals. In 
doing so, the Board circumvented the limitations of the existing statute and left it up to the State 
Department to act on these findings and recommendatioas. 


State Department leadership accepted the ARB's personnel findings and 
acted immediately to create the appearance of accountability. 

The Depailment accepted the ARB’s findings and recommendations regarding 
accountability ivithout delay. Shortly after the report was delivered to the Secretary, the four 
officials cited by the ARB were relieved of their duties. Within days, all four were “placed on 
administrative leave pendhig fiirther review.”*’^ As disciussed above, the focus on these four 
individuals raises as many questions as answers. 

Witnesses testified that the decision to act on the ARB’s findings came flora the very top 
of the Department. Raymond Maxwell, the Dejiuty Assistant Secrelai-y for Maglireb Affairs 
within NEA, was one of the four individuals cited by the ARB. The day that the ARB report was 
relea.sed. Ambassador Elizabeth Jones, the Assistant Secretary' for NEA, .summoned Ma.xwell to 
her office. Jones infomied him tliat Secrelaiy Clinton had decided to relieve Maxwell of his 
duties. He testified: 

I went to the office, Beth closed the door. She said, ‘Ray, the ARB Report 
was released today.’ She said, ‘It was not complimentai-y to the 
Depaitmeut, it was not coinplinientaiy to the NEA Bmeau, and it was not 
compliiuentaiy to you,’ She said, ‘In fact, it was so uncomplimentaiy to 
you that I have been told by Cheryl Mills to relieve you of your DAS 
position, to fire you.’ She said. ‘So, you should have all of yoin stuff out 
of the office by close of business today.’ 

Ambassador Jones coiroborated Maxwell’s version of events. She testified that Deputy 
Assistant Secretary Elizabeth Dibble infonned her of Seaetary Clinton’s decision regarding 
Maxwell. Jones testified: 

Q. [Y]oii learned from Liz Dibble, who leained from Cheiyl Mills, 
that the Secretaiy had detenniiied that [Maxwell] should be 
relieved of his chities. Is that coneef’ 

A, That he should be removed as DAS. 

Q. Removed as D.AS. 

A. That is correct.’” 


Gordon & Sclunitt. stipya note 28. 
Maxwell Tr. at 29. 

Jones Tr. at 90. 
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Jones was cleai' that the decision to remove Maxwell came from Secretar y Clinton herself, not 
the ARB. She testified: 

Q. And to be clear, to your imderstanding, it wasn't the ARB that was 
recommending that these individuals be placed on administrative 
leave, this is something that came fi'om the Depaitment itself? Is 
that your understanding? 

A. That was my understanding, At that point I had not read the 
classified ARB. I had read the unclassified. And of course, this 
was not present in — the issue of the persomiel issue was not in the 
luiclassified. So I — the only reason that I knew of by - as 
explained to Liz - was that the Secretary herself had been upset to 
hear — to read that Ray Maxwell had not been reading hitelligence 
for quite a while and that this was not acceptable.'^® 

Jones disagreed with the Department’s decision to remove Maxwell from his position, but did 
not contest the decision. She testified: 

Q. What was yoiu reaction when you learned that he had been named 
for those reasons in tlie ARB? 

A. What I knew, what I was told, because at the time I was asked to 
have the conversation with Ray, I had not read the classified. So I 
did not know what it said. I was told what it said. 1 did not believe 
that that wananted his removal as DAS. no. 

Q, Did you question anybody about that? 

A, No. 

Q. At any point? 

A. No.''® 

Another individual named by tlie ARB. Assistant Secretary for DS Eric Boswell, told the 
Conuiiittee that Under Secretaiy for Management Patrick Keimedy informed him drat the ARB 
had included him in the report. Boswell immediately submitted a letter of resignation. He 
stated: 


I received a phone call flout Under Secretary Kemiedy, and I don't 
remember the exact date, but that's the date the report came out. He said, 
the report is awful, and it has criticized you, Scott Bultrowicz, Ray 


Id. at 77. 
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71 



198 


Maxwell, who was a Deputy Assistant Secretary in the NEA Bureau, and 
Chaileiie Larnb, and has recommended that you be removed fiom yoin 
position. When I heard that news, I was shocked. I went back to my office 
to think things over. I was m iny office actually. I hung up the phone to 
think tilings over. And I called Kennedy back up, asked for an 
appointment, got it. I walked up there to his office and with my letter of 
resignation, wliich had I written out by liand. And so I resigned, 

t * * 

When 1 learned of this finding, I decided I had little choice, I think. 1 
decided to resign because I wanted to resign on my terms. I didn't feel 
that the verdict, if you like, was justified; tliat I wasn't going to [sic] wait 
to be pushed. And so that's why I resigned. My resignation was not asked 
for, but I won't speculate as to what was going to happen next. I was, I 
should say, asked to stay on as Director of the Office of Foreign 
Missions. 

Keimedy accepted Boswell’s resignation, but convinced him to remain with the Depailrnenl as 
the Dir ector of the Office of Foreign Missions, a title tliat Boswell held in addition to liis role as 
Assistant Secretary for DS. Within days, Boswell and the others were placed on administiative 
leave. 


The State Department took unreasonable actions with respect to placing 
four officials on administrative leave. 

The four individuals relieved of their dirties were told that their leave status would be 
temporary. It would last only until the Department was able to find another position to move 
them into. Ultimately, however, the fom were relegated to biueaucratic purgatory where they 
remained, at taxpayer expense, for eight months while the Department decided their futures. 

When Ambassador Jones informed Maxwell of the Secretaiy’s decision that he was to be 
relieved of liis duties, he was told that it was a temporaiy situation. Maxwell testified: 

[Jones] said, ‘Don't woiry, this is going to be temporary.’ She told 
me, ‘We will bring you back as a Senior Adviser. We rvill liave an 
office space for you.’ hi fact, she said, ‘I will have Liz arrange an 
office space for you today so tliat you could move yom things to so 
you don't have to take them home.’‘°" 

Jones similarly recalled the conversation. She stated: 
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I asked Ray [Maxwell] to come see me that day after getting that 
mstniction and explained to him wliat I had been told, that it was 
because he had not been reading intelligence that this - the decision 
had been made, that I was very suiprised that he hadn't been 
reading intelligence. And he -- but that, from what I understood, 
that the arrangement was that he would be removed from his 
DAS responsibilities but that he would remain in NEA. I told 
him that, as fai‘ as I was concerned, he was a good and valuable 
colleague, that we would definitely find tisefiil, honorable work for 
him to do in NEA, that there were many, many issues that were 
important to us, that - he expressed at that point a particular' 
interest in working on the North Africa Sahel issues, and I said, 
well, that might be a possibility arrd that I would certainly pursue 
that and that we would definitely have a nice office for him and 
that he should please stay with us.“°^ 

Elizabeth Dibble was also led to believe that Maxwell would be removed from his position but 
that he would remain with NEA. She stated: 

Q. At the time that tins all liappeired, what was your understanding of 
what would happen to Mr. Maxwell? 

A, That he would be reassigned to a non-DAS position in NEA. 

That he svould stay in the Bureau.’®^ 

Ambassador Boswell described a suuilar experience. Shortly after Keimedy asked 
Boswell to retain his conemrent position as the Director of the Office of Foreign Missions, he 
was placed on adinmistrative leave anyways. Boswell testified: 

Q. After you had yoin meeting with Under Secretary Keimedy, he 
asked you to stay on in yoiu' other capacity. About how long after 
that did yon hear from him again? 

A. Days, but I don't remember exactly how long. 

Q. .And he just — day's later you received a call from him saying 
you've been placed on administrative leave? 

A. I received a call from him that said, you're going to be notified that 
you aie being placed on administrative leave, as are the three other 
people. 

Q. .And who made that decision? 


Jones Tr. at 74. 
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A. I don't know. 

Q. Did he provide any context or any additional information? 

A. Beyond saying he didn't think it would last long.’°’ 

* ♦ * 

Q. So you were asked to stay oti and then placed on administrative 
leave? 

A- That's right, days betweeji that time, 

Q. That one's a little hard for me to vsTap my head around. Can you 
provide some context to tliat? 

A. I don't have any other context, I was totally astonkshed. 

Q. Wlio infonned you of that? 

A. Under Secretary Kennedy. 

Q. Who asked you to stay on? 

A. Under Secretary Kennedy. Who infonned me of that I would be 

put on administrative leave? 

Q. Yes. 

A, Under Secretary Kennedy. 

Q. Wlro asked to you stay on prior to being put on [administrative 
leave]? 

A. Under Secretary Kennedy. 

Q. Did Ire give you any explanation for why you were being pirt on 
administrative leave? 

A. No,“^ 


Boswell Tr. at 95-96, 
Bo.s\wli Tf. at 34-35. 
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Senior State Depaitmenf officials informed Ambassador Bosvvell and the others affected 
that they had been placed on administrative leave and that they should expect this to be a 
temporary situation while the Departnrent conducted its own performance evaluations. 


The administrative leave process was haphazard and unfamiliar to the 
employees directly affected by it. 

When Ambassador Jones learned that Maxwell was being placed on administrative 
leave — specifically that he had been told to give np his badge and computer — she complained to 
Ambassador Kennedy and others that the actions taken by the Department did not comport with 
what she had been told would happen to Maxwell. She testified: 

Then on a Satm day moniing, 1 had a — I can't now remember if it was an 
e-mail or a call from Ray saying that he was extremely upset, that he had 
gotten a letter that ho had been asked to sign saying ho was on 
administrative leave and that this meant that he had to give up his badge 
and his BlackBerry access, his computer access. And I said, no, that'.s not 
at all what I was told, that none of that was meant to happen, that that 
was quite the contrary' to what I'd been told, and that I would get it 
fixed. 

So I called several people. Director General Pat Kennedy, people like 
that, and said, this is not at all what the understanding was, this is not 
at all what I was told when you asked me to remove Ray as DAS but 
he would stay in NEA. This is not at all what you told me was the case 
svhen you said that this was going to be changed to administrative 
leave. I strenuously object to this. This is not at all what was agreed 
and this is not appropriate, fiom my perspective, in this situation. And we 
got it changed so he did not lose his badge and he did not lose Iris 
computer access.'”’ 

Ambassador Jones told the Committee she did not believe that Maxwell should have been placed 
on adminish'ative leave. She testified: 

Q. Okay, As his supervi.sor, do you believe that Mr. .Maxwell's 
conduct merited his being relieved of duties as D.AS? 

A. No. 

Q. Do you believe, as his .supervisor, that his conduct merited his 
being placed on administrative leave? 


tones Tr. at 75 - 77 . 


75 



202 


A, No.-™ 

Dibbie also agreed with Jones that a failure to participate in the daily intelligence reading would 
not warrant administrative leave. She testified; 

Q. I know you also talked at the end a little bit about if you had been 
awaie that ^'h■. Maxwell wasn't reading this material that you 
would have recommended that his supervisor, Betli Jones, speak to 
him about it. Do you think not readhig it would wanant 
administrative leave? 

A. No. Absolutely not, 

The Secretary’s decision to place the four employees on administrative leave created 
substantial uncertainty for the employees and their relevant siipeivisors. In fact, senior 
Deparhnent officials and supervisors interviewed by the Committee could not even describe the 
administrative leave process, \\lieii asked to describe her understanding of the process, 
Ambassador Jones testified: 

Q. Can vve go just back to tlie administrative leave issue? As a 
supeivisor in the State Depaitment with a lot of experience, what is 
yoin understanding of the puipose of administrative leave? 

A. W^ieri I was first fold that a decision had been made to move the 
foul' mto administrative leave. I asked, because I didn't know 
what administrative leave means, and I was told in this 
situation all it meant was that they svould not be coming to 
work, but that they would be getting full pay, that they would 
not - and that the arrangements that I had discussed with Ray 
Maxwell to move him into a difTcrcnt position in NEA were no 
longer operative. 

Q. ,And who told you this? Do you recall? 

A. I don't recall specifically, no. 

Q. Okay. Have you ever had to put anyone on administrative leave 
before? Not hr this situation, but in other situations in yoin 
experience? 

A. I don't believe I have ever, no. 

* * * 


Jones Tr. at S9. 
Dibble Tr. at 68-69. 
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Q. Is it your opinion it’s a fairly routine measure or is it fairly 
uiicoiumon? Just your opinion. 

A, In my experience it's uncommon. 

Jones’ deputy. Principal Deputy As.sistant Secretary Elizabeth Dibble was also unfamiliar 
with the administrative leave process. Dibble testified: 

Q. You're a supeivisor essentially at tlie State Department, is that fair 
to say? 

A. Yes. 

Q. I'm just trying to determine what the purpose of 

administrative leave is in the State Department, typically? 

A. That's a tough question. I don't know. I mean, it's — I have 
never placed anyone on administrative leave, and I've never had 
anyone who was working for me on administrative leave. It is, you 
know, sometmies used, I believe, if someone, for instance, loses a 
security clearance or something like that. But I don't know. 

Q, Have you ever heard of anybody being placed on administrative 
leave for as long as Mr. Maxwell has been placed on 
adnmiistrative leave? 

A. No, I don't know - I don't really know much about administrative 
leave. So, no."’' 

State Department employees and tlieir siipeivisors were left in the dark about any persoimel 
reviews being undertaken on the four employees placed on administrative leave, or why the 
reviews have taken so long. Boswell repeatedly hied to obtain an update fiom the Deparhnent 
on his status: 

Q. Okay. It is now, what, 6 months later? 

A. Yes. 

Q, .knd you said you've inquired every couple of weeks as to what 
yoin stahis is? 

A. Coll ect. I wouldn't say eveiy couple of weeks, but fi om time to 
time. 


Jones Tr. at 156-57. 
’"Dibble Tr. at S5-86, 
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Q. Okay. And no response? 

A. No response — well, beyond saying it is still under advisement. 

Q. So what is your understanding of the process right now; what is 
happening? 

A. My xmderstanding of the process is that at some point the Secretary 
of State is going to have to decide whether myself and the three 
others remain on administrative leave or not. 

Q. Why is it taking tins long? 

A. I can't answer that. "I don't know" is the answer. 

Q. Have you ever seen something like this - 

A. No. 

Q. — in your experience at the Stale Department? 

A. No, I have irot.*'' 

As of July 9, 2013, the date of Bnllrowicz’s interview with the Committee, the 
Depaitinent had effectively provided him witli no infonnation about his administrative leave 
status, when he might return to work, and what, if any, additional investigation the Department 
was undertaking. Bultrowicz described his e.xperieuce to the Cormnittee. He stated: 

Q. When were you placed on adnrinistrative leave? 

A. December 2 1st. 

Q. So it's been. what. 6 months? 

A. Yeah, a little over — it will be 7 rrronths hr July, July 21st. 

Q. What have you been told as far as how long that status will last? 

A- Until a decision is made. 

Q. Do you kirow ~ 

A. So, I mean, I don't krrow. I was not given a specific length of time. 

Q. Do you know how the decision is going to be made as far as what to do? 

Boswell Tr. at 9.'i-96. 
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A. No. 

Q. Do you know who is the decider? 

A, Again, I mean, it's jnst -- I would imagine maybe the Secretary. I'm not sure. 

Q. Do yon know if the State Department is doing any sort of additional 
investigation or internal review to make the decision? 

A. No. 

Q. Do you know if they're relying on anything besides what's in the unclassified 
ARB report? 

A. No. 

Q. Have they given you any sort of— 

A. I mean, I would imagine that, hi making tlieh decision, other tlian the 
classified ARB report, they would look at your perfonnance record, 
assigmneuts, I mean, tliat type of thing. So I'm sure tliere is supporting 
dociunentation they're looking at, not looking at solely the declassified ARB. 
I would think. I am not sure. 

Q. Do you have any idea if they are doing additional inteiviews or kind of 
crosschecking any of the findings in the AM report? 

A. I'm not aware of that, no."'" 

Jones, as Maxwell’s supervisor, has also not been privy to information or updates about 
Maxwell’s status. She testified: 

Q. And what's your understandhig as to what the process is now 
hisofai' as Mr. Maxwell is concenied? Is this something that you're 
privy to? 

A. I have no imderstauding of it at all. I just know that — what I've 
been told, which is that he still remains on administrative leave, 
tliat they all remain on administrative leave. But it's not a process 
that I'm privy to. 

The fact that a supeivisor has no visibility into the Department’s evaluation of an employee 
under her supervision begs the question of how the Department evaluated the perfomiance of 


Bultiowicz Tr. at 149-150 
Jones Tr. at 77. 
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these inciiv'iduals. Secretary Keiry’s peiibmiance review does not appear to have included 
interviews with the supetvisors of the officials placed on administrative leave. 

Ambassador Jones told the Committee that she disagreed with the decision to place all 
foin individuals on administrative leave. She also could not explain why the process has taken 
so long. She stated; 

Q. Do you have any concerns with respect to Mr. Maxwell, how he’s 
been treated with respect to his administrative leave? 

A. 1 don't think any of them should have been put on administrative 
leave, including Ray. 

Q. Do you have any idea why Mr. Ma.xwell is still on administrative 
leave? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. And have you ever hear d of anyone being placed on administrative 
leave for as long as Mr . Maxwell has been on administrative leave? 

A. I have so little experience with administrative leave I really can't 
215 

say. 

Though the four employees were told the period of admiuistiative leave would be far' 
shorter— -only long enough to find a new placement. Instead, they remained in administrative 
limbo for approximately eight moiitlis. 'i^ile on admiuishative leave ueitJier tire four employees 
nor their supeivisors received updates as to the status of the personnel investigations. More 
troublingly, as discussed below, tire State Department severely restricted access to the classified 
ARB report and the employees were given no chance to appeal or otheiwise discuss the fuidiiigs 
of the ARB, findings which resulted in their being placed on administrative leave. 


The State Department severely restricted access to the classified version of 
the ARB report. 

The State Depaifment has restricted access to the classified ARB report by limiting its 
availability- to career officials who were placed on administrative leave. The classified report, 
which contains additional detailed findings of the actions of Boswell, Bultrowicz, Lamb, and 
Maxwell, also recommends adnrinistrative action for two of those fotn individuals. Despite this, 
however, for .six months many of the employee.s on adimnistrative leave were forbidden acce.ss 
to the classified report. The first time some of them were able to view the report was in 
preparation for their interv-iews with Committee staff. Ray Maxwell testified about when he first 
read the classified report. He stated: 


Jones Tr. at 152-158. 
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I also find it strange, if not mystifying, that the State Department would 
intentionally prohibit me access for six months to the details of the 
now-declassified allegation, the charges against me for which I had been 
already been uujnstly punished, until just yesterday, when my attorney 
and I were first allowed to s'iew pertinent portions of the classified 
ARB Report.’’® 

Scott Bultrowicz repeatedly asked for access to the classified report so he could better 
imderstand exactly why he was put ou admiiiistrative leave. The State Department repeatedly 
denied his request. The first time Bultrowicz viewed the classified report was shortly before his 
interview with Coimnittee staff He testified: 

Q. Did you ever try to reach out to anybody whether it's members of 
the ARB or Under Secretary Kemiedy, or others irr what would be 
yoiu chain of coirrmaud, and sit down and say hey, you know, help 
me understand what I have done wiotrg here, help me understand 
how I can avoid this in the fiiture, what is my status of coming 
back? That is a lot of questions. 

A. Well, when I would get calls from the department, it tyjrically was 
to give me updates on my status, which, again, was still irr review. 

As far as asking, you know, what I did wioirg, I meait, tliat was a 
question. Saying, you know, every time I spoke to someone, I 
said, look, I haven't been able la sec the ARB or its findings 
specifically in regards to me. I would like to sec it. And it was 
eventually produced last week 

Q. And what reason were you given for why you couldn't see the 
ARB, either the classified version or jusl ihe portion ou the 
finding? I assiiiiie, given your role, yon had clearance level 
available to read the classified ARB? 

A. 1 was told that it was actually being, you know, very tightly 
controlled, and I think evetr you have to say tliougli, and this is 
.something that I think the depaitnrent was probably trying to do its 
best to protect employees, is there's the classified ARB, which I 
read, and there's not much difference, not a lot of difference 
between the unclassified and classified. fhere is a bit more 
substance, I think, but I think key to it was protectiirg the privacy 
of the personnel who tire ARB cited in its findings. So I know 
tliere wasn't at least a wide distnbution of that.’’’ 


Maxwell Tr. at 152 . 
Bultrowicz Tr. at 80-S 1 . 
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Political appointees and more senior officials within the State Department, however, had 
seemingly unfettered access to the classified report. Assistant Secretary Eric Boswell, who, like 
Bultrowicz and Maxwell was placed on adnrinistrative leave as a result of the report’s fitrdings, 
was able to review the classified report as soon as it caitre out. Boswell stated; 

Q. Did you have an opportunity to read the report or passages about 
you? 

A. 1 asked for the opportunity to read the report. I had already 
resigrred, I had submitted rny letter of resigrratioir. I said I thouglrt 
it was only fair to read what they said about me, because I didn't 
krrow, so he said, of course. I obtairred a copy of the report, the 
full report. I was nroving very fast; I did not read the fiill report. I 
went to the accountability section, and I read that thoroughly, arrd 
then I thimrbed throrrgh the rest of the report, 

Q. That was the day - 

A. The day of, day of. I think that was the day that the report was 
made available to the Department, but it may have been the 
following day. 

Q. So yort did have an oppotttmity to review the classified version? 

-A. I did. Again, it was a very quick review. I was concentrating on 

what they had to say about me."'* 

Likewise, Acting .Assistant Secretary Beth .tones, who was not disciplined, was able to review 
the classified report whenever she wanted. She testified: 

Q. When did you first have an opportunity to read the classified 
ARB? 

A. I didn't. I read it this week. 

Q. Okay. Was rt provided in advance of preparation for this 

interview? 

■A. Yes. Well, I asked for it. I had plenty of opportunities to read 

it. arid each time I had scheduled to read it, it was overtaken by a 
crisis that I had to deal with riglit now. I didn't have the luxury of 
sitting down and reading it. 

Q. So you had requested to read it prior to this past week? 


Boswell Ti , at 86-87. 
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A. Absolutely. And I had .scheduled to read it many times.’’^ 

Ambassador Jones was out of the office the morning the ARB report was delivered to the 
Secretaiy. As a result, Cheiyl Mills called Principal Deputy Secretary of State for Near' Eastern 
Affairs. Elizabeth Dibble, into her office to read the report and learn of the findings. Dibble 
testified; 

Q. Moving forward with your experience with the ARB, after the 
report came out, when did you first leant that individuals had been 
cited for criticism? 

A. I learned the moniiug that the report was going to be released that 
there were individuals, including one of my colleagues, who was 
going to be. 

Q. .And how did yon leant this? 

A. I received a call from Cheryl Mills, who asked me to come up 
to her office and gave me a copy of the classified version of the 
report, because, of coiuse, the persoiuiel shiff doesn't appear in the 
unclassified version, and she had me stay and read it there. And as 
I recall, Beth Jones was - she was traveling, she was not in the 
office that inonnng for some reason. Otherwise Beth would have 
gotten the call from Cheryl. But this is one of these cases 
where the PDAS takes over for the assistant secretary. 

Q, And what was the piiipose of having you read it at that point? 

A, So that I knew - so that NEA new. And she told me I could -- 1 

should brief Beth, but I was not to discuss this further, that 
NEA knew what was in the report and how our Bmean and DS 
were being cliaracterized.’"° 

Dibble was personally asked by the Chief of Staff to review the elassifled report in the 
absence of Ambassador Jones. Yet wlieii Scott Bultrowicz, who seived m the State Department 
at the same level as Dibble, asked to review the classified report to understand the basis ofhis 
lenioval and placement on administrative leave, he was denied access to it. 


The employees placed on administrative leave were denied due process. 


The lack of access to the classified ARB report — especially by those placed on 
administrative leave as a result of the report — and the administrative leave process itself denied 


Jones Tr. .et 96-97. 
Dibble Tr. at 77-78, 
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Boswell, Bultrovvicz, Lamb, and Maxwell of their due process rights. This is in stark contrast to 
the State Depaitrnent’s public acknowledgement of the impoitance of the due process rights of 
the employees on leave. On May 20, 2013, State Department .spokesman Patiick Ventrell said: 

It’s important to remember we're dealing with foin individuals who — that 
we discussed are long-serving government officials who over the years 
have provided dedicated service to the U.S. government in challenging 
assigiunents. And career Foreign Seivice employees are entitled to due 
process and legal protection under the Foreign Seivice Act, with respect to 
any potential discipliiiaiy' actions.""’ 

The ARB did not question the officials held accountable in the ARB report 
about the conduct for which they were criticized. 

Multiple employees who were relieved of tlieir duties and placed on administrative leave 
as a result of the findings by the ARB testified that the ARB never asked them about tlie issues 
for which the panel later criticized them. Similarly, supeivisors were not questioned by the ARB 
about the actions of their subordinates, 

Eric Bosw'ell, who was cited for his faihues as a supeivisor, testified that the ARB never 
asked him about his actions as a supeivisor. He staled: 

A. Yeah, 1 was the - it’s not the first time I've been before an ARB. 

In the first meeting my recollection was simply a general 
discussion of this sort of set-up, just as we have had here at the 
outset of this meeting. At the final or the last meeting that we had, 

It was relatively brief, it was cordial, it was quite friendly. I don't 
remember exactly the line of questioning, but I do remember 
that there was no questioning about my role as a supervisor, 
none at all. Tliere was no indication of what conclusions the ARB 
was coming to, not a clue of any of tliese, any conclusions. And 
there was ~ as I say, I was talking about what was not asked ~ 
there was no conversation about my supen ision . . . 

Q. So no questions about the actions of your subordinates, or your 
role in supervising them, or anything — 

A. Not that I recall, no.^"^ 

Not only did Boswell testify that he was never asked about his role as a supeivisor, but he 
testified that the ARB never asked liiiii about the actions of the individuals under his supeivisioii 
that w'ere ultimately criticized by the ARB. He stated: 


Statement of Patrick Ventrell, .Acting Deputy- Spokesperson. U.S. Dept of State. Press Briefing (May 20, 2013). 
Boswell Tr. at 32-33 (emphasis added). 
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Q. Did they ask you questions about Ms. Lamb? 

A. I don't recall if they asked me questions about Ms. Lamb, Ms. Lamb's 
management style. 

Q. But did tliey ask you questions in general about Ms. Lamb? 

A. I don't recall that they did.’*’ 

Scott Bultrowicz testified that the .ARB never asked him about the topics for which the panel 
later criticized liim. Bultrowicz testified: 

Q. And that was going to be my followup, was you know, they asked 
you about your relationship with Assistant Secretary Boswell and a 
few others, but did they ask you any questions that really drove 
at the things that you are being criticized for? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay. No one has been able to give you any clarity as to why that 
decision was made? 

A. No. 

Q. I just imagine that is veiy frustrating for you. 

A. It's frustrating."^ 

* ♦ * 

Q Why do you tliink the ARB got that wrong theu? Wliy did they get 
it wrong if you believe that their characterization of you is wrong? 

How did they come across tliat wiong characterization? 

A I don't know. I moan, 1 don’t have access to, you know, maybe 10 
people came in and said, boy, that Scott Bultrowicz, he just really 
doesn't know what he is doing. I don’t kirow. 

Q Only taking into consideration yoru testimony to the ARB, what 

could tliey have done hi order to clarify that in your eyes in front of 

you? 

A They could have asked me. You kirow, wliat steps. 


U at 73, 

Biilliowicz Tr. at 82. 
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Q And what are the questions they didn't ask? 

A All riglrt, if it was an issue wth a particular employee, what steps 

did you take? Well, 1 can tell you when 1 came in with all of my 
assistant directors, or DAS's, I instituted oue-on-oue meetings with 
them every week. Sometimes if we couldn't make it, it would skip 
a week, but the door was always open. There was always 
discussion. I saw my DAS's, my directorates. We had dueat 
meetings, or threat brielings every morning. We had small staff 
meetings every week. We had large staff meetings. I mean, 
engagement was not an issue. All right, so that's one thing. And 
again, I would go back and say. what is the expectation of tire 
deparfmeut in overseeing a Deputy Assistant .Secretary? Okay. 

Secondly, as far as being proactive, well, they could have asked 
uie[,] since you became director, what have you done? And I 
could have listed off that, you know, we redirected resources from 
Iraq to Libya, positioirs, not only agents, but also security 
protective specialists, which what made it so difficult, is those 
positions were funded tluough supplemental funding, specifically 
for Iraq. So we had to go through a lot of red tape so that those 
were readjusted, reassigned, reprograrmned, which we eventually 
did. The FACT training, the higlr-threat training. There are a lot 
of things that we were doing proactively to help the situation in 
Libya, And that could have been asked,'"’ 

Bultrowicz testified that the ARB had an opportunity to qtieslion him about his snpeivision, yet 
did not. He stated: 

No, look. Here is my thing. I will take responsibility for the decisions I 
made based on the information I had at hand, okay, I mean, and I'm not 
looking to point the finger, yoti know. Accountability cuts a wide swath, I 
think. So I'm not saying I had nothing to do with diis. I mean, it would be 
shame on me if I said I was completely oblivions to eveiylhiug. I'm 
willing to take responsibility for the decisions I made ba.sed on the 
infonnation I had. But, you know, to say, well, you should have managed 
person .A more closely, or you should have been more proactive, that's 
pretty general to me. And I mean, you know, it is what it is. I respect the 
members of that panel. They are all very' distinguished officials. But 
yeah, I have a problem with it. I do. I don't think it's something that 
defines me after 27 years of doing everything I'm asked, or at least to 
say be more direct in the questioning with me when they had the 
opportunity.”*’ 


■-’Id at 96-9S, 

Bultrowicz Tr. at 8 1 -82. 
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Ray Maxwell also testified that tlie ARB nwer asked him about their concerns about his actions 
rvith respect to the daily intelligence book. He stated; 

I continue to find it most puzzling tliat ARB would attach so much 
significance to the now-declassified allegation that resulted in iny removal 
and six months of administrative leave vvilhout double-checking with me 
to make sine it was true or valid or relevant or even properly 
characterized. If I had been in their shoes, I vrould certainly have 
checked if I were going to attach so much significance to it.^^^ 

The evidence and testimony provided to the Committee to date suggests that the ARB’s 
findings and recommendations regarding accormtability' were made without the benefit of 
testimony from the accused employees, or their supervisors, on the very topics for wlrich they 
were criticized. These witnesses were not questioned on the topics that became tire basis for 
then administrative leave, and entered theh adminisbative leave eonftised, angry, and fnisfiated. 


The employees placed on administrative leave were not given an opportunity 
to respond to the allegations against them. 

Not only did these witaesses not have a chance to engage the ARB directly on the issues 
for which the ARB criticized tliem, but they were also unable to undertake any fonnal process to 
challenge the criticisms — or even review them at all. The State Department kept these 
employees completely in the dark regarding their administrative leave status. The Department, 
in conh ast to two hundred years of settled jiuispnidence and constibitioual writing, also denied 
them the opportunity to face tlieir accusers and respond to tlieir allegations. 

By placing tlie font employees on indefinite administrative leave, the State Deparhnent 
prevented the accused employees from formally challenging the .ARB’s findmgs and 
recommendations. According to Boswell, tlie Slate Depailment has given him no oppoitmiity to 
appeal the decision to place him on administrative leave, or to challenge die ARB’s findings and 
recommendations. Boswell stated: 

Q. .4nd yon have been given no oppoitiuiify to, if you will, face your 
accusers or respond to tlie allegations against you? 

A. I have not. 

Q. Is there any avenue fiom which yon can do that? 

A. I'm not aware of any. 

Q, There's no appeal process that you can go through or ~ 


Maxwell Tr. at 153 (euipliasis added). 
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A. To answer your question, there's no appeal process that I know 
of. I'm a bit disappointed that I didn't have a chance during 
the ARB, if they were coming to a conclusion, the conclusion 
that they did, to ask me about it and ask my slews about that 
judgment. That would happen if you were being — in any 
other kind of review done by inspectors or GAO or whatever, 
you get an opportunity to comment. I didn't get an opportunity 
to comment; I just saw the conclusiou. smprised to see the 
conclusion. 

Scott Bultrowicz testified that he is tmsure of what information the State Depai tment used, in 
addition to the ARB report, to evaluate bis status as an employee. Bultrowicz stated: 

Q. Do y'ou know if the State Depaitinent is doing any sort of 
additional investigation or internal review to make tire decision? 

A. No. 

Q. Do you know if they're relying on anything besides what's in 
the unclassified ARB report? 

A. No. I mean, I would imagine that, iu niakiiig their decision, other 
than the ctas.sified ARB report, they would look at your 
perfomrance record, asstgmneiits, I mean, that type of thirtg. So 

I'm sure there is supporting documentation they're looking at, 
not looking at solely the declassiHed ARB. I would think. I am 
not sure. 

Q. Do you have any idea if they are doing additional interviews or 
kind of crosscheckhtg any of the findings iu the ARB report? 

A. Tin not awar e of that, no, 

Q. Is there any indication tliat your testimony today has any bearing 
on the decision to remove you fioin admin leave? 

A, 

Ray Maxwell testified that he was not even aware of what the charges were against him for 
months after he was first placed on administrative leave. Maxwell stated: 

Well, I guess we should start tliat discussion with the fact that we only got 

access to the classified version of the report yesterday. This is after asking 

for the past six inoiitlis for it. So, for six months, I was in the 


■*' Boswell Tr, at 98 

Butamvicz Tr. at 150-LSl, 
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administrative-leave status, which amounts to sort of a punitive 
measure without knowing what the charge was.* 

Maxwell testified that the process was unfair, and that he was not given any due process 
regarding his achninistrative leave status. This, according to Maxwell, was against State 
Department niles. He stated: 

I was removed from the DAS position in violation of a number of 
rules that exist for removing a person involuntarily from a position in 

Washington, aud the tules-the Foreign Affairs Manual Rules are veiy 
clear about how you go about removing a person from a position. There is 
a procedure thafs established, aud that procedure exists for a reason: To 
provide a sort of fairness and due process. 

There was no fairness. There was no due process in the way I was 
removed from my position."*' 

All of the employees placed on administrative leave by the Department who were 
questioned by Conunittee staff found the administrative leave process confiising and unfair. 
That sentiment was shared by colleagues tlirougliout the State Depaifmeut. Maxwell stated that 
a human resources official felt he had been sufficiently punished and lamented that she was 
unable to provide him with answers when he asked for stahis updates. Maxwell testified: 

A. No. I have no visibility on the process. 1 don’t blow who is 
involved with the process, I don't know at what stage we are at in 
the process. I know nothing about it. 

Q. Do you have a person that you contact regularly or periodically 
to- 

A, 1 check in with the Director General. 

♦ ♦ * 

Q. And what does she tell you? 

A. She tells me. "Ray, we're still working on it. "Ray," she always 
says— her position is that the administrative leave period should 
end and we should all be brought back to work. 

Q. I’m Sony? Thafs her— 

A. Her position is that the administrative leave period should end and 
we should all be brought back to work, hi fact, she say she 


Maxwel! Tr, at 42, 
Id. at 129. 
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has-she's told me and she's told Pat Kennedy— in fact, she told 
Cheiyl Mills before she left, "We pmiished tliese people enough. 

They need to be brouglit back to work." But she hasn't prevailed 
because the administrative leave has continued. 

According to the testimony of the four officials placed on leave, none were told how long 
their administrative leave would last. According to their testimony, none were able to formally 
rebut the allegations against them. According to tliek testimony, none were even questioned by 
the ARB about tlie reasons they were ultimately placed on administrative leave. 

Despite public proclamations by the State Depailment that these employees were entitled 
to due process under the Foreign Service Act, these employees did not in fact receive due 
process. 

The State Department is Back to Business as U sual 

Niue months after the ARB report was released and four employee, s were relieved of tlieir 
duties and subsequently placed on administrative leave, little has changed at the State 
Depaitmeut. In August 2013, Secretaiy Keny detemiined that all four employees would be 
reinstated. 

The decision to place tlie fom officials on administrative leave was touted as a step 
towards holding accovmtable those individuals who bore responsibility’ for the inadequate 
secmity postiue in Benghazi. The facts, however, paint a much different picture. The 
Depaitnient simply reacted to the findings of die ARB and. in the process, created file illusion of 
accountability. Assistant Secretary Beth Jones testified that she didn’t know why the four 
officials were placed on administrative leave, but had heaid that it was uecessaty to "regularize 
their status.” She stated: 

Q. Do you know how he was placed on admiuishative leave then? 

Were you part of that? 

A. I was not part of the decision on that. 1 was told the following. I 
don't reineinber the tiiiiefraine exactly Iml it was still before 
Clnistmas. [...] I heard from the director general's office that a 
decision was being made to move the four to administrative leave, 
and I talked to the deputy director general about what that meant. 

And he said it doesn't mean anything different from what we 
had told them originally, that nothing at all would change. It 
was just a way to regularize their status.^^^ 


Maxwell Tr. at 139. 
Jones Tr. at 75-76. 


90 



217 


“Regularizing their status” afforded the Department an opportunity to show the public 
drat it was actively taking steps to hold people accountable for the Benghazi attacks. In reality, 
however, die Depaitnient was just biding its time before it went back to business as usual. Last 
month, after eight months of these four employees receiving full pay on administiative leave, 
Secretaiy' Keny reinstated them and detennined that they would not face any fomial disciplinaiy 
action. As Chairnian Issa said at the time Secretary Keny made this annoimcement: 

It is now clear that the persomiel .actions taken by the Department in 
response to the Benghazi terrorist attacks was more of a public relations 
strategy than a measured response to a faihue in leadership." 

In fact, two of these employees had previously aimounced their retiienient, but chose not to retire 
luider the stigma of administrative leave. Ambassador Boswell testified: 

1 had always plamied to retire at the end of the last administration. I had 
been Assistant Secretary for many years. It's a meat grinder of a job, and 1 
had always plaimed to retire. That was well kiiowi. 1 had told Under 
Secretaiy Kennedy and others tliat at the end of the Clinton administration, 
having served two - actually three administrations, 1 plamied to retire. 

Actually ‘retire’ is the wrong word, the word is ‘resign,’ because I am 
already a retired Foreign Seivice officer - but to resign my connnissious 
as Assistant .Secretary and Director of the Office of Foreign Missions, but 
once I was put on administrative leave, I made the personal decision that I 
did not want to resign a commission under these circumstances, that I 
wanted my situation resolved before I took another step. 

When yon asked me what the effect on my life, it has been a profomid 
effect, a profoimdly deleterious effect on my life. [...J I had plaimed - 
had various plans to move on. All of those are on tlie shelf And so it is 
perhaps the most painfiil period of my professional life " 

Maxwell told the Committee that if he had just been fired he would have had an opportunity to 
contest the decision. Instead, he and the otlier affected employees have been left in limbo. As a 
result, he delayed plans for retirement in order to contest the Depailment’s actions. He stated: 

Q. Do you believe that you have been subject to an adverse action 
within the Department of State? 

A. Yes, definitely. 

Q. What would you say to those in the Deparhnent of State and the 
officials who would claim that you were not teclmically subject to 
an adverse action? 


Press release. Hon. Daneil Issa, Chairman. H. Comm, on Oversight and Gov't Reform (Ang. 20, 20t3). 
Boswell Tr. at 97-98. 
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A. There are people who will say that because they’ll say you're still 
getting paid, and because you're still getting paid, you don't have 
any reason to complain. But you know, it’s not about the money. 

It's about yom reason for being, if you will. And, you know, 
frankly, I would have been better off had they said you are fired 
fioin the State Depaitment. You go today. Your pay stops, and 
you're out of here. I would have been better off because 1 could 
have contested that or-1 mean, I would have contested it. It would 
have also been behind. If would have all been behind me and I 
could have started with the next thing. But as things now stand. 

I'm still employed. There’s still a possibility that I could come 
back, so it's not like 1 can start soinetliing new. 

1 was scheduled to retire on April 30lh, and I made the decision to 
withdraw my retirement request because 1 didn't want to go out 
mider this cloud of suspicion that maybe I had done something, 
that's the cloud thaf--my fear of the cloud of suspicion no longer 
exists because 1 have embraced my administrative leave-ness, if 
you wall, and it’s no longer a source of shame for me, Ifs 
now— almost— it's increasingly becoming a source of pride for me. 

So. it's not tliat big a deal anymore. But now there's a principle. 

Now there's a principle that they did something improperly, 
immorally, maybe even illegally, and if I just take it laying down, 
guess what, they'll do it to somebody else again.’’® 

Accordhig to infonnatiou obtained by the Committee, two other employees — Charlene Lamb 

and Scott Bultrowicz — are currently being considered for prestigious a.ssignraents overseas. 


Conclusion 


The unclassified ARB report begins with a quote fiom George Santayana’s 1905 book, 
Rectson ui Common Sense: “Those that caimol remember the past are condemned to repeat it.” 
Notwithstanding this promising stait, the gaps in the ARB review and final report identified by 
the Committee signal that the State Department may vciy well be doomed to repeat its past 
mistakes. 

In response to a question about Beiigliazi at a May 13, 2013 press conference, the 
President pledged to the .American people to “find out wdiat happened.””’ To this day, more 
than one year after the attacks, not a single person at the State Department has actually been fired 
or fonnally held accoiuitable for the attacks in Benghazi. More impoitantly, those most 


Maxwell Tr. at 121-122. 

Remarks of President Barack Obama at a joint press coiifei'ence with Prime Minister David Cameron (May 1 3 . 
2013). 
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accountable for the attacks in Benghazi — the terrorists who attacked U.S. facilities and claimed 
the lives of foin Americans — have not been brought to justice. 

The gaps in the ARB’s work are particularly troubling because the Obama 
Administration has repeatedly touted the ARB report as the final word on failmes by the State 
Department that contributed to the inadequate .seciuity posture in Benghazi. The limitations 
inlierent in die ARB’s mandate and the weaknesses in the ARB’s methodology show tliat a more 
tliorougli investigation is necessaiy. The Committee will continue to examine the events before, 
during and after the September 1 1, 2012 attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities to properly assign 
accoimtability and to make findings that will infonn legislative remedies. 
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Appendix 


Oil May 20, 2013 the .State Department released an update on the efforts to implement the 
ARB’s iecommeiidatioii.s. The ARB issued 29 recommendatiou.s (24 of which were 
luiclassified) to the Depaifment of State. A brief siunmaty of tlie Department’s actions on die 24 
unclassified recommendations is as follows:""® 

1 . The Depaifment must strengthen security for persoimel and platfomis beyond traditional 
reliance on host govenuneut security support in high risk, high threat posts. 

• Hie Department established a High Threat Board to review onr presence at High Threat, 
High Risk posts: the Board will review these posts every 6 months. 

• We created a Deputy Assistant Secrefatyfor High Threat Posts in the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security (DS), who is responsible for ensuring that such posts receive the 
focused attention they need. 

2. The Board recommends that the Department re-examine DS organization and management, 
with a paificulai" emphasis on span of control for seciurity policy planning for all overseas U.S. 
diplomatic facilities. 

• The Department established a six-person panel to thoroughly review’ OS's organisation 
and management structure, the panel has developed draft findings. 

3. Regional biueaus should have augmented support within the bureau on security matters, to 
include a senior DS officer to report to the regional Assistant Secretaiy. 

• DS staff attend regular Regional Bureau meetings, and Regional Bureau staff attend DS 
daily briefings to better communicate on security issues. 

• The Department has adjusted the work requirements (position descriptions) for senior 
level staff (Assistant Secretaries and Deputy Assistant Secretaries) to reflect everyone's 
responsibility for overseas security. 

4. The Department should establish a panel of outside independent experts (militaiy, security, 
humanitarian) with experience in high risk, higli tlueat areas to identify best practices (fi-om 
other agencies and other countries), and evaluate U.S. securit>' platforms in high risk, higli threat 
posts. 


• The Department established a six-person pane! to identify best practices used by other 
agencies and countries; this panel's work is expected to he complete by late summer. 

5. The Department should develop minimum security standards for occupancy of temporaiy 
facilities in higli risk, high threat environments, and seek greater flexibility to make flinds rapidly 
available for security upgracie.s at such facilities. 


■ ’® Fact Sheet, "Benehazi Accoimtability Review Board Implementation," State Department Office of the 
Spokesiperson (May 20. 2013). 
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• The Deparwmit has re-affirmed that Overseas Security Policy Board Standards apply to 
temporary facilities. 

• We identified flexible funding authorities to make improvements to our overseas facilities. 

6. Before opening or re-opeiung critical tlireat or higli risk, higlr threat posts, the Depaitraent 
should establish a multi-bureau support cell, residing in the regional biueau. 

• The Department developed standard operating procedures for “Support Cells" for 
opened/reopened posts. The process is being incorporated into the Foreign Affairs 
Handbook. 

7. All State Department and other govenunent agencies’ facilities should be collocated when 
they are in the same mehopolitau area, tmless a waiver has been approved. 

• We verified all data on our overseas facilities; we are eccpioring which non-collocated 
facilities can be eliminated and their personnel reheated. 

8. The Secretary should require an action plan fiom DS, OBO, and other relevant offices on the 
use of fire as a weapon against diplomatic facilities, including iniinediate steps to deal with 
urgent issues, 

• The Department issued guidance to all posts on “weapons of opportunity. " 

• Fire testing is ongoing at U.S. military facilities. 

9. The Department should revise its guidance to posts and requhe key offices to perfoim in-depth 
status checks of post tripwires. 

• The Department reviewed atid revised reejuirements for posts on how to respond to 
changing securiy benchmarks (i.e., “tripwires"). 

• The Department established a Washington-based "Tripwires Committee" to review 
tripwires upon breach, to help ensure that posts and regional bureaus in Washington 
respond more quickly should security deteriorate at post. 

10. The State Department must work with Congiess to restore the Capital Seciuity Cost Sharing 
Program [for embassy constmcfioiij at its fiill capacity, adjusted for inflation to approximately 
$2.2 billion in fiscal year 201 5. 

• The FY14 President's Budget included a rerpiest for $2.2 billion in the Embassy Seairit}’, 
Construction, and Maintenance account. 

11. The Board supports the State Department’s initiative to request additional Marines and 
expand the Marine Security Guard (MSG) Program - as well as coiTespoiiding requirements for 
staffing and fimding. 

• Along with the Congress and Department of Defense, we are working to increase, the 
number of Marine Security Guards at U.S. diplomatic facilities, and have requested (and 


95 



222 


received) more resources to build facilities at additional posts to host Marine Security 
Guards in the future. 

STAFFING HIGH RISK, HIGH THREAT POSTS 

12. The Board str ongly endorses the Department’s request for increased DS personnel for higli- 
and critical-threat posts and for additional Mobile Seciuity Deployment teams, as well as an 
increase in DS domestic staffing in support of such action. 

. Willi Congressional support, the Department is creating 151 new Diplomatic Security’ 
positions -113 are expected to be hired this fiscal year. The remainder will he hired in 
FY14. 


13. The Department should assign key policy, program, and security persoimel at higli risk, high 
threat posts for a minimum of one yea:'. For less critical persomiel, the temporary duty length 
(TDY) length should be no less than 120 days. 

• AH high threat posts now have a minimum of a one-year tour of duty. We are planning to 
ensure overlap between incumbent and incoming positions to facilitate continuity of 
operations at high threat posts. 

• Temporary duty assignments are set at a minimum of 120 days. 

14. The Department needs to review the staffing footprints at higli risk, high threat posts, with 
pailicular attention to ensuimg adequate Locally Employed Stafl (LES) and management 
support. High ri.sk, high tlrreat posts must be funded and the human resources process prioritized 
to hire LES interpreters and translators. 

• ne Department swveyed every post to review the numbers of interpreters and 
translators on staff, and found that there rira adequate, staffing. 

15. With increased and more complex diplomatic activities irr the Middle East, the Deparfmertt 
should errhance its orrgoiirg efforts to sigrrificautly upgrade its larrguage capacity, especially 
Arabic, atrroug .^mericair employees, iirchrding DS, and receive greater resomces to do so. 

• The Department is ramping up the language capacity of its American employees, 
including Diplomatic Security agents, especially in Arabic. Increasing language capacity 
takes time - certain languages take up to 2 years to learn. In the short term, the 
Department is committed to better equipping the gi-owing cadre of security experts to 
engage local populations and cooperate with host nation security forces. 

TRAINING AND AWARENESS 

16. A parrel of Senior Special Agents artd Supervisory Special Agerrts should revisit DS high- 

tlrr eat trarning with respect to active irrtemal defense and fire survival as well as Chief of Mission 
protective detail trairring. 
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• The Deparltneiil established a panel of Supervisory Special Agents to participate in a 
Program Review of the High Threat Tactical Course; as a result, DS revised high-threat 
rrainirig and COM protective detail training and raised standards for passing the High 
Threat Tactical Course. DS and the Foreign Service Institute are currently revising the 
curricuhnn. 

• DS is pursuing a high-threat training strategy that will incorporcUe elements of this 
training across the full spectrwii of courses required for DS special agents throughout 
rheir careers. 

17. 'File Diplomatic Seciuit}' Training Center and Foreign Service Institute should collaborate in 
designing joint coiuses that integrate high threat training and risk management decision 
proce.sses for senior and mid-level DS agents and Foreign Service Officers and better prepaie 
tliem for leadership positions in high risk, high tineat posts. 

• The Department has enhanced security training efforts, rncludmg by requiring personnel 
headed to high threat posts to receive additional, specialized security training. 

SECURITY AND FIRE SAFETY EQUIPMENT 

18. The Department should ensure provision of adequate fire safety and security equipment for 
safe liavens and safe areas in uon-Imnan/SECCA facilities, as well as high tlueat hunaii 
facilities. 

■ The Department has surveyed fire and life safety’ equipment requirements abroad and is 

now upgrading this eqtiipmenl, to include enhanced fire safety’ equipment and persona! 
protective equipment, at all high-Ihreal, high-risk U.S. diplomaiic posts abroad. 

19. There have been technological advancements in non-lethal deterrents, and the State 
Department should eusiue it rapidly and rotitinely identifies and proctires additional options for 
non-lethal deterrents in high risk, high tlireat posts and trains personnel on their use. 

• The Department has addressed this recommendalion. 

20. DS should upgrade surv'eillance cameras at high risk, high threat post.s for greater resolution, 
nighttime visibility, and monitoring capability beyond post. 

• Over the next year the. Deparlment will have upgraded high-threat, high-risk facilities 
with more modent surveillance cameras lhai feature greater resotuiion and monitoring 
capability at a!! times of day. 

INTELLIGENCE AND THREAT ANALYSIS 

21 . Carefiil attention should be given to factors showing a deteriorating threat situation in general 
as a basis for improvmg seciuity posture. Key fiends must be quickly identified and used to 
shaipeii risk calculafioius. 
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• The DeparliitenI has addressed this recommendation. 

22. The DS Office of Intelligence and Threat Analysis should report directly to the DS Assistant 
Secretaiy and directly supply tlireat analysis to all DS components, regional Assistant 
Secretaries, and Chiefs ofMission in order to get key security-related tlueat inforiimtion into the 
right hands more rapidly. 

• Ilte DS Office of Intelligence and Threat Analysis, now reports directly to the Assistant 
Secretaiy for Diplomatic Security for threat reporting and supplies threat analysis to 
regional Assistant Secretaries and Chiefs of Mission. 

PERSONNEL ACCOUNTABILITY 

23 . The Board is of the view that findings of unsatisfactory leadership perfonnance by senior 
officials in relation to the security incident imder review should be a potential basis for discipline 
recommendations by fimire ARBs, and would recoiimieiid a revision of Depaitment regulations 
or amendment to the relevant statute to this end. 

• The Department is wording with Congress to increase accountability’. In January, the 
Department proposed legislation to grant future ARBs the authority to recommend 
disciplinary action on the basis of unsatisfactory’ leadership, and thus increase 
accountability’ for security incidents. 

24. The Boar d was hmnbled by the courage and integrity shown by those on the gromid in 
Benghazi and Tripoli, in particular the DS agents and Annex team who defended their 
colleagues. , . We trust that the Department and relevant agencies will take the opporttirrity to 
recognize their exceptional valor and perfonuaiice, which epitonrized the higliest ideals of 
goverumerit seivice. 

• The President and the Secretary’ of State have publicly mentioned the bravery and heroic 
efforts of our personnel on numerous occasions. 

The Department bestowed the Holbrooke award on Ambassador Chris Stevens; the Thomas 
Jefferson cnvard to the personnel who gave their lives in September; the Secretary ‘s award to 
one officer who was seriously injured: and the Secretaty's Heroism Award to 12 personnel who 
defended the Benghazi facilities. 
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Executive Summary 

This report provides a status update on the Committee’s investigation into tJie U.S. 
government’s response to the attacks on American personnel and facilities in Benghazi in 
September 2012, as well as the findings and recommendations of the Accountability Review 
Board (ARB) led by Ambassador Thomas Pickering and Admiral Michael Mullen. 

Based on a review of tens of thousands of pages of classified and unclassified documents, 
16 transcribed interviews, and one deposition, this report provides new details about an intense 
and terrifying week last September when incidents at embassies and consulates throughout the 
world kept U.S. pereonnel on hair-trigger alert for days. These included incidents not only in 
Benghazi, but also in Khartoum, Sana’a, Tunis, Karachi, Lahore, and Islamabad, where crowds 
of thousands marched, set fires, and breached U.S. compounds repeatedly. 

Prepared at the request of Ranking Member Elijah Cummings, this report attempts to 
honor the service and sacrifice of the four American heroes killed in Benghazi in seiwice of their 
country. It provides detailed information in response to questions relating to the attacks, and it is 
intended to focus on reforms to improve security for our diplomatic corps serving overseas. 

The Benghazi ARB was one of the most comprehensive ARB reviews ever undertaken. 

During his deposition with the Committee, Ambassador Pickering explained that, because 
of his own pcreonal and professional bond with Ambassador Christopher Stevens, he viewed his 
service on the ARB as “a debt of honor.” He said that “Chris gave me two wonderfiil years of 
his life in supporting me in very difficult circumstances,” and that “1 owed him, his family, and 
the families of the other people who died the best possible report we could put together.” 

Comparing the work of previous ARBs, Ambassador Pickering reported that “no other 
ARB was so extensive and fai-reaching in its findings of personal responsibility orpereonal 
accountability, or made such far-reaching recommendations at such high levels in the State 
Department.” 

Admiral Mullen told the Committee that, in his view, “the most important descriptive 
characteristic” of the ARB was tliat it was “independent.” He also said he personally witnessed 
“that independence throughout, from beginning to end.” 

Other officials agreed. The Executive Director of the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 
called the ARB “penetrating,” “specific,” and “critical.” The foimer Director of the State 
Department’s Office Maghreb Affairs described it as “very tough” and “tire opposite of a 
whitewash.” 

In terms of accountability for senior officials, Admiral Mullen explained that “everybody 
was on the table,” and “in the end, there was no official, including the Secretary of State, whose 
involvement wasn’t reviewed.” He also explained that the ARB “never found any evidence 
whatsoever that she was involved in the day-to-day secui'ity decisions with respect to Benghazi.” 
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Accusations that the United States military withheld assets are unfounded. 

As the former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mullen served as the 
ARB’s military expert. He described in detail how he “looked at every single U.S. military asset 
that was there, and what it possibly could have done, whether it could have moved or not.” He 
concluded, “after a detailed understanding of what had happened that night, that from outside 
Libya, that we’d done everything possible that we could.” 

Addressing the claim that the leader of a four-man team leaving Tripoli for Benghazi was 
ordered to “stand down,” Admiral Mullen said there “was never direction given to him to stand 
down.” Instead, the team was “remissioned” to provide security and medical attention to 
evacuees in Tripoli. He added; “an untold story here is the heroic efforts of the medic actually 
on that airport coming from Benghazi to Tripoli, which there ai’e those that believe kept a couple 
of those wounded alive.” 

Admiral Mullen explained why F-1 6s or other “fast-mover” aircraft were not deployed to 
Benghazi. Without tankers “to provide the refueling they would have needed probably twice en 
route,” he reported that “it was not realistic to think that we could task fast movers.” He added: 
“There’s no one I’ve ever met in the military that wouldn’t want to get help there instantly,” but 
that the “physics of it, the reality of it, it just wasn’t going to happen for 12 to 20 hours.” 

With respect to general allegations that the military failed to help the attack victims, 
Admiral Mullen stated: “The line of questioning and approach here, for those of us in the 
military, that we would consider for a second not doing everything we possibly could, it just — it 
stirs us to our bones, because that’s who we are. We don’t leave anybody behind.” 

Benghazi lacked adequate security in part because it was a temporary post 

According to multiple witnesses, Ambassador Stevens was “one of, if not the premier 
expert” on Libya and strongly believed that having a U.S. post in Benghazi was “critically 
importanf’ to “indicate that the United States was going to stay involved,” “to have a window 
into the Islamist extremism that was developing primarily in the east,” and “to have a window 
into the tribal dynamics, which are very important.” As one official said, “nobody knew Libya 
better than Chi'is,” and “Chris strongly recommended that we maintain a presence in Benghazi,” 

Witnesses explained that the decision to extend the temporai-y mission in Benghazi was 
reviewed by numerous offices within the Depailraent, including Resource Management, the 
Administration Bureau, the Near Eastern Affairs Bureau, and the two Bureaus primarily 
responsible for security. Diplomatic Security and Overseas Buildings Operations, Based on their 
unanimous agreement, the decision was issued by the Under Secretary for Management. 

Witnesses confirmed that Benghazi, as a temporary post, was “excepted from office 
facility standards” and “was not eligible” for security upgrades from the Bureau of Overseas 
Buildings Operation.s, a key finding of the ARB report. Witnesses also confirmed the ARB’s 
description of personnel “churn” and the “short-term, transitory nature of Benghazi’s staffing.” 
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As the Diplomatic Security Desk Officer lor Libya told the Committee, the Department 
could send “only high-thi’eat-qualified agents,” but since Benghazi was a temporary mission, 
they “had to draw from a pool of resources” that “was also being utilized in other areas of the 
world, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen.” 

Several witnesses reported tliat Charlene Lamb, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
International Programs within the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, among other actions, rejected 
repeated requests for additional Diplomatic Security Agents in Benghazi. According to the 
Diplomatic Security Desk Officer, Ms. Lamb reportedly felt that agents were being used 
inappropriately as drivers. 

During his interview with the Committee, Admiral Mullen explained that “there was'a 
tremendous dependence on Ms. Lamb and DS to take care of this.” Referring to both Ms, Lamb 
and Eric Boswell, the Assistant Secretary of Diplomatic Security, Admiral Mullen stated: 

That then all goes back, from my pei-spective, on to Mr. Boswell and Ms. Lamb’s lap in 
leims of making sure security is all right, and yet it was, in fact, over the next many 
months tliat she fought it, didn’t resource it, bureaucratically didn’t answer, made it 
incredibly difficult on tliose who were trying to improve the security to achieve any kind 
of outcome they deemed favorable, and she just beat them down over time. 

The Department must ensure that the ARB’s recommendations are fully implemented. 

The ARB made 29 recommendations to improve the security of U.S. diplomatic 
personnel serving overseas, 24 of which were unclassified. On the same day the ARB report was 
issued, Secretary Clinton embraced ail of its recommendations, urged Department employees “to 
cooperate fully,” and launched a task force “to ensure that the Board’s recommendations are 
implemented quickly and completely.” 

Witnesses reported to the Committee that significant progress is being made. For 
example, the official who served as Chargi d’ Affaires to Libya after the attacks from January to 
June 20 1 3 stated: “When I was charge in Tripoli for 6 months, for example, there were a huge 
number of security upgrades that are underway, many of them, you know, attributable either 
directly or indirectly to ARB.” 

Despite this progress, Ambassador Pickering warned the Committee that he is “deeply 
concerned” that although previous ARBs “had been excellent in their recommendations,” the 
“follow-through had dwindled away.” He concluded with this statement; 

I believe that this hearing, tliis discussion, this whatever it is that we are engaged in now 
is an opportunity, in fact, to find a way to assure that the recommendations, insofar as 
they needed to be supported here in the Congr ess, do get supported. 
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I. ACCOUNTABILITY REVIEW BOARD 

A. Background on ARB Process 

The State Department’s Accountability Review Board (ARB) process, which was 
established pursuant to Section 301 of the Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antitei'rorism Act 
of 1986, is used to conduct thorough and independent reviews of security-related incidents at 
U.S. diplomatic facilities,' The ARB’s objective is to determine accountability and improve the 
security practices of U.S. missions and personnel abroad.'^ 

On September 19, 2012, then-Secretary of State Hillary Clinton convened an ARB to 
investigate the September 1 1, 2012, attacks on U.S. facilities and persoimel in Benghazi, Libya, 
that resulted in the deaths of four Americans, including the U.S. Ambassador to Libya 
Christopher Stevens, Sean Smith, Tyrone Woods, and Glen Doherty, 

Secretary Clinton selected four ARB members, and Director of National Intelligence 
James Clapper selected one member from the Intelligence Community. Former Ambassador 
Thomas Pickering served as Chairman, and Admiral Michael Mullen served as Vice Chairman. 
Catherine Bertini, Richard Shinnick, and Hugh Turner also served as ARB Members. 

On December 18, 2012, the Benghazi ARB issued an unclassified r'cport on its findings. 
A separate classified version of the report, presented to the Secretary of State, included specific 
personnel accountability findings and recorirmendations. By statute, the report includes findings 
on whether the attacks wei’e security-related, whether security systems and procedures were 
adequate and properly implemented, and whether any U.S. government employee breached his 
or her duty." The ARB also issued 29 unanimous recommendations to improve security systems 
and procedures at tlie State Dcpaifment.'' 

B. Independence of ARB 


On June 4, 2013, the Committee conducted a formal deposition witli Ambassador 
Pickering. During that deposition, Ambassador Pickering explained to Members and staff that it 
was a “debt of Ironor” to have served on the ARB, noting his personal connection to Ambassador 
Stevens: 


‘22 US.C. §§4831-4835. 

" Department of State, Foreign Affairs Manual Volume 12 — Diplomatic Security, 12 
FAM 030. 

" 22 U.S.C, § 4834(a). 

Depaitment of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Unclassified Report (Dec. 

2012 ), 
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[Y]oulaiow when you lose friends, wheai you lose colleagues and fellow employees, 
that’s the most urgent and demanding of all situations, and if you can make a contribution 
and make it right, it’s important. 

Chris Stevens worked for me as my special assistant for 2 years when 1 was Under’ 
Secretary of State, This was not any kind of vendetta, but I felt that Chr'is gave me two 
wonderful years of his life in supporting me in very difficult circumstances, that I owed 
him, his family, and the families of the other’ people who died the best possible report we 
could put together. 

And I have to tell you, the five of us, I thrrrk, time and time again mentioned how 
important this was, how significant it was to get it right, and how important it was to — 
what our work product would be, what our end result would be, would be deeply 
scrutinized, and it should be, there’s no reason it shouldn’t be, but that we had to work as 
hard as we can to make it stand up, that we had, with all respect to everybody in this 
room, no sense of political attachment on this particular issue. We wanted to do it in the 
best way we could. We got lots of advice fi’om all areas. We attempted to synthesize that- 
and put it into those 29 recommendations in the most serious way that we could. 

So it was on obligation, maybe a debt of honor on our side. And I considered it an honor 
to be asked by the Secretary of State just to be on the Board, but in a more distinct one, to 
be asked to be chairman. And I felt that it was my rersponsthtlity, working with the 
others, and we worked in a very collegial way, but we certainly had differences and 
discussions in our’ views, We had a lot of give and take, which was good, and I felt it was 
very useful. And we brought in experts, and they were extremely helpftrl to us in looking 
at the way in which the report was put together and prepared.’ 

Similarly, in his interview with Committee staff on June 19, 2013, Admiral Mullen stated 
that the independence of the ARB was its “most importanf’ characteristic, and that he would not 
have agreed to serve as a Member had he not received assurances that it would be independent: 

Q: The ARB is supposed to be set up as an independent review board. Did you have 

any questions about the independence of the board? 

A: In fact, in the original conversation I had with [Chief of Staff to Secretary 

Clinton] Ms. Mills about this, the most — from my perspective, the moi>t important 
descriptive characteristic of it is that it would be independent, and Ms. Mills 
assured me that was the Secretary’s intent upfront, and had that not been the case, 

1 certainly wouldn’t have agreed to it. Secondly, I saw in execution that 
independence throughout, from beginning to end, tliat it was supported. We had 


’ House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Ambassador 
Thomas R. Pickering (Jrme 4, 20 1 3), 
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the authority to, within the scope of the tasking, to do just about anything that we 
thought was important with respect to tliat tasking.^ 

Admiral Mullen stated that after the ARB was convened, he and Ambassador Pickering 
agreed that the investigation would follow the facts and that there would be no limits with 
respect to whom the ARB interviewed; 

There was early on a discussion, and certainly I had a discussion, private discussion with 
Ambassador Pickering about at least my expectation, and I would say this was in the first 
couple weeks, that this ceilainly could present the requirement that we would have to 
interview everybody up the chain of command, including the Secretary, and he agreed 
with that. So the two of us had sort of set that premise in terms of obviously depending 
on what we learned over time, and our requirement to both affix both responsibility and 
accountability per se were, again, based on the facts as we rmderstood them,’ 

On a personal note, Admiral Mullen told Committee investigators that it was a privilege 
for him to serve on the ARB: 

[I]t was a privilege, it remains a privilege. ... 1 knew it was critical work. And it was, 
from my pei-spective something 1 did for my country. ... And certainly I understood 
obviously instantly the gravity of the situation just because of the loss of life even though 
as it initially occurred I really didn’t have much of an idea how it happened. ... I didn’t 
do it for any other reason but to do it for the country.® 

C, Interviews of Relevant Witnesses 

As part of its investigation, the ARB inteivicwed moi'e than 1 00 witnesses, including 
security officers at the Special Mission Compound on the night of tire attacks and a number of 
senior State Depailment officials. Ambassador Pickering explained how the ARB prioritized 
interviews with key witnesses: 

Q; Was there a protocol to how and in what order you interviewed some of the 1 00 
individuals that you spoke with? 

A: Yes. Our priority was to interview people who were firsthand fact witnesses as 

early as possible. That had to be done in conjunction with the FBI. 

Q: And from there, was there any protocol for selecting witnesses? 


® House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013), 

’itf, 

^ Id. 
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A: From there, we attempted to move sort of on the basis of people we felt had the 

most knowledge and the perhaps most extensive testimony to offer from what we 
knew about where they sat, 

Q: Now, was the work of the board designed to be a full-fledged investigation, or 

was it something short of that, a review or an opportunity to, you loiow, find out 
what happened and present recommendations? 

A: I’m glad you asked that question. We were all volunteers. We all operated in 

accordance with the statute. The statute has five specific questions that need to be 
addressed by an ARB, almost all in one way or another closely tied with security, 
and the output of the board is to make findings and recommendations to help the 
State Department improve security dealing with these kinds of incidents to help 
prevent, deter or othei-wise ward off any future actions of this sort. In that regard, 
it was a review board because it wished to look at everyone’s experience and at 
what was actually the best recounting of what took place,^ 

Admiral Mullen explained the ARB’s investigative approach: 

I had a conversation with Chaiiman Pickering when it started, that every— from my 
perspective, and he agreed, everybody was on the table. And then it would obviously be 
part of the process and discovery, if you will, about who we thought was responsible and 
who we should — who we should inteiview, who we thought was responsible, and 
eventually who we would assign accountability to.'® 

With respect to the scope of the investigation. Admiral Mullen staled: “[W]e interviewed 
everyone that we thought was relevant.”" He explained: 

Q: Could you explain to us how for the most part the board met with some of the 

witnesses? We understand the board met with about a hundred witnesses. 

A: Right, right. 

Q: Could you walk us tlirough a typical procedure? 

A: Well, typically — I mean, where we started was we wanted at least certainly 

initially to see those that were in Benghazi that night, and so we started with those 
individuals, the security officers who were in fact both on that frip with the 


* House Committee on Ovei'sight and Government Reforni, Deposition of Ambassador 
Thomas R. Pickering (June 4, 2013), 

House Coramiltee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013), 
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Ambassador and in Benghazi. The other group, sort of core gi'oup we started with 
was the leadership inside the State Depaitmcnt, and as we looked at and 
interviewed them, and I’ll come back to that part of it specifically, but as we 
would review material and have interviews, the space that we wanted to see or 
review would expand, and so we would add additional people as names or 
positions became evident or obvious in oui' discussions, So typically we spent the 
first few meetings just coming up to speed ourselves on what had happened, and 
then we started to see witnesses in sort of the two fimt key groups would have 
been the diplomatic security group, in particular Assistant Secretary Boswell, 
Deputy Assistant Secretaiy Lamb, Assistant Secretary — or — and then the RSOs 
or ARSOs, assistant RSOs who were there in Benghazi that night. They would 
come in individually, which is how we would interview each of them. 

Q: So some meetings were conducted in groups and then there were some 

individual — most were individual? 

A: Yeah, the vast majority were individual intei-views,'^ 

Admiral Michael Mullen summai'ized the investigative approach undertaken by the ARB: 
“[Fjrom a direction standpoint, we tried to cast a wide net and have a very open door and have 
that word out, and we were reassured more than once that that was the case.”” 

According to Admiral Mullen, the ARB assigned responsibility at the level where 
decisions were made: 

llln the end there was no official, including the Secretary of State, whose 
involvement wasn’t reviewed and decisions about accountability were tied to, one, that 
direction and, two, where we saw the decisions made, dominantly so with respect to 
security in the diplomatic security directorate, if you will, the assistant secretary and the 
deputy assistant secretary, And in fact, I see them as very senior individuals. Some 
might take issue with that. Ido. They certainly had the respon.sibility, they had the 
experience, and the — ^you know, decades of experience, and that’s how it was actually 
happening in execution. ” 

D. Findings and Recommendations on Accountability 

The ARB found that four senior State Depai'tment officials exhibited failures in 
leadership, including an Assistant Secretary, a Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, and two 
Deputy Assistant Secretaries: 


12 

13 


Id. 

Id 


” House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Intemew of Aihniral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013) (emphasis added). 
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[C]eitain senior State Depaitment officials within two bureaus in critical positions of 
authority and responsibility in Washington demonstrated a lack of proactive leadership 
and management ability appropriate for the State Department’s senior ranks in their 
responses to security concerns posed by Special Mission Benghazi, given the 
deteriorating threat environment and the lack of reliable host goveinment protection, 

During his deposition. Ambassador Pickering responded to assertions that the four 
individuals highlighted by the ARB were only “mid-level” officers, and that it didn’t hold senior 
officials accountable: 

Q: The witnesses that we had at the May 8th hearing, Mr. Nordstrom, Mr. 

Hicks testified that they thought the accountability portion of the report may not 
have gone high enough, Mr. Nordstrom, for example, testified that it’s an 
accountability of mid-level officer review board, and the message to my 
colleagues is that if you’re above a certain level, no matter what your decision is, 
no one’s going to question it. And that is my concern with the ARB Mr. 
Nordstrom testified. How did the board conclude the appropriate level to assign 
accountability for what went wrong? 

A: We assigned accountability where the evidence was clear the decisions were 

made and in at least two cases where they were reviewed or should have been 
reviewed. 

Q: Do you think Mr. Nordstrom’s statement, his testimony is fair or unfair? 

A: With all respect, 1 spent 42 years in the State Department. I don’t consider an 

Assistant Secretary of State or a Deputy Assistant Secretaiy of State a kind of 
minion. They are serious jobs, they report certainly in my day directly to the 
Secretary. They have responsibilities for billions of dollars in some cases, which 
is not trivial. 

During his interview with Committee staff. Admiral Mullen also explained the ARB’s 
findings: 

We assigned accoimtability where we thought it was best and most appropriately resident 
in the officials, the four in particular, the four .senior officials that we. singled out in the 


Department of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Unclassified Report (Dec. 
2012). See also 22 U.S.C. § 4834(c) (establishing a breach-of-duty standard in dotennining 
whether an ARB makes personnel recommendations). 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Ambassador 
Thomas R. Pickering (June 4, 2013), 
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report, two of whom we made specific recommendations for, and I’m vei 7 comfortable 

with that,” 

Admiral Mullen explained that the ARB did not identify any other individuals whom it 
felt should be held accountable for poor performance; 

Q: Was there anyone for whom you thought their performance was lacking in a way 

or was to blame for something such that it should have been noted that was not 
included in the report? 

A: No.'* 

Admiral Mullen explained that the ARB’s decisions on accountability were unanimous 
and that any dissenting views would have been included in the final report: 

Q: But these were all unanimous decisions; is that correct? 

A; They were. 

Q: Okay. And had there been dissenting views, I believe, under the guidelines, olher 

members could have submitted dissenting views, and to your knowledge did any 
member exercise that? 

A: It didn’t happen. 1 mean, my own view of that is had I had a dissenting view, 1 

would have made it in writing to make it very clear in the report.'*’ 

E. State Department Personnel Actions 

After receiving the ARB report, the State Department placed the four senior officials 
identified by the ARB on administrative leave pending a fiirther investigation.^" When Secretary 
of State John Kerry arrived at the Department, he took steps “to make sure that the Department 
took the time necessary to get these decisions right.’’^' 


” House Committee on Overnight and Government Refonn, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 

Id. 

'\!d 

Letter Horn Thomas B, Gibbons, Acting Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, to Chairman Darrell E. Issa, House Comrruttoe on Oversight and 
Government Refonn (Aug. 23, 2013). 
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In August 2013, the State Department determined that the four senior State Department 
officials referenced in the ARB report should be permanently relieved of their fotmer positions 
and duties. In a letter to the Committee on August 23, 2013, the Department explained: 

Tlie Department has now re-affiimed the findings and recommendations of the ARB, 
With respect to the fom' individuals, all will be held accountable by peimanently relieving 
them of the positions and duties that gave rise to the ARB’s findings. In two cases, this 
step of relieving them of their duties goes beyond the recommendations of the ARB 
itself. The Department determined that such a step is in the best interests of the 
Department and those two employees. 

As a result, the employees who had worldwide decision making authority for security 
resources affecting high-threat posts will no longer have those responsibilities. Their 
new assignments, which in some cases will be preceded by additional management 
training, will reflect a level of responsibility appropriate to their expertise and experience. 
Consistent with the findings of the Benghazi ARB, the Department has determined that 
there was no breach of duty and no basis to pursue fotmal disciplinary action. 

The Department explained how it reached its determination to allow the four senior State 
Department officials to continue working at other positions with reduced responsibilities: 

In reaching these decisions, the Department considered the findings of the ARB, the 
employees’ performance, and applicable personnel rules. The Department also 
considered the totality of these employees’ service to the Department of State over many 
years to determine if there was a pattern of inadequate performance. No such pattern was 
found, but rather the record showed a history of dedicated service by four employees who 
sought to faithfully execute their responsibilities. The four individuals are all 
longstanding public seiwants who collectively have more than a century of committed 
civilian service, plus additional service in both the U.S, military and in local law 
enforcement. In addition to serving in a variety of critical positions in Washington, they 
have served in and volunteered for difficult assignments in the former Soviet Union, sub- 
Saharan Africa, Central America, and the Middle East.^^ 

The Department determined that the facts did not support finding the four senior State 
Department officials responsible for the Benghazi attacks: 

In the wake of a tragedy such as Benghazi, we all imderstand the instinctive desire to 
make public examples of one or two individuals in the name of “accountability.” By 
permanently relieving these four employees of the duties that gave rise to the ARB’s 
findings, the Department has held the four employees accountable for their perfoimance. 


22 

23 


Id. 

Id 
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However, the facts and evidcBce simply do not support finding them responsible for the 
attacks and their tragic outcome.^'' 

F. Role of Secretary Clinton and Under Secretary Kennedy 

Since the ARB report was released, Republicans have accused the ARB of not holding 
senior level officials accountable, including Secretary Clinton and Under Secretary Kennedy. 

In his deposition with the Committee, Ambassador Pickering stated that had the ARB 
found a need to interview Secretaiy Clinton, it would have: 

Rep. Connolly: Let me just ask you this one question: If you had found Secretary 

Clinton to be responsible here, what would you have done? 

Amb. Pickering: We would certainly have included it in our report, nicre was no 

way that we would have been limited in our findings.^^ 

According to Admiral Mullen, the ARB assigned accountability where the facts 
supported it: 

I would put Under Secretary Kennedy in the same category I put Secretary Clinton, 
meaning we clearly, when the ARB began there was no limits on who we would 
interview. And, in fact, I told counsel earlier that I had a conversation with Chairman 
Pickering when it started, that every — ^from my perspective, and he agreed, everybody 
was on the table. And then it would obviously be part of the process and discovery, if 
you will, about who we thought was responsible and who we should — who we should 
interview, who we thought was responsible, and eventually who we would assign 
accountability to. It was — the whole issue of security was so dominated by DS, Lamb in 
particular, Boswell, Boswell enabling all of that. That the seniors, again, with an awful 
lot going on, awful lot of — in a big organization, you know, unless this is sort of — this is 
brought to their attention, then it was — we did not see any direct line of what I would call 
accountable responsibility for Under Secretary Kennedy, As we didn't for those senior to 
Under Secretary Kennedy in the State Department,^*’ 

Admiral Mullen stated that the Board uncovered “no evidence whatsoever” that Secretary 
Clinton was involved in security decisions related to Special Mission Benghazi: 


^*Id. 

House Committee on Overnight and Govermnent Reform, Deposition of Ambassador 
Thomas R, Pickering (June 4, 2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Govermnent Reform, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013), 
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Q: In your review did you determine whether Secretary Clinton had a role in 

establishing the Benghazi compound or approving its security profile? 

A: Not that I could see. Not that 1 saw. 

Q: And did you find that Secretary Clinton was involved in the decision making that 

led to the lack of security in the days and weeks leading up to the attack? 

A: Secretary Clinton was certainly, one, aware of the compound; two, aware of 

deteriorating, of incidents which occurred in the east, It was a very difficult part 
of Libya, but we found no evidence whatsoever that she was involved in security 
decisions out there. In fact, that was held veiy closely by Miss Lamb,^^ 

Regarding Secretary Clinton, Admiral Mullen explained further; 

A: We never found any evidence whatsoever that she was involved in the day-to-day 

security decisions with respect to Benghazi, and my expectation is that those 
would, for her to be involved, that would have to be brought to her attention by 
somebody in her chain of command. 

Q: And just to revisit that point, who was it that was responsible for the security in 

Benghazi? Who was making, principally making the decisions? 

A: My own view- — well, it was Lamb that made the decision. Miss Lamb that made 

the decisions. It was really Assistant Secretaiy Boswell who, from my 
pei'spective, had the authority, was in a position as an assistant secretary to make 
sure that this thing went up tlie chain, as he thought appropriate.^* 

Admiral Mullen stated that the ARB did not have any reason to interview Secretary 
Clinton, but would have done so if they uncovered evidence that supported it: 

Q: You had mentioned earlier today that you had met with Ambassador Pickering, 

and the two of you had had a conversation that you would leave no stone 
unturned, that you would interview up the chain of command as high as was 
necessary and where, not to put words in your mouth, where the facts would lead 
you? 

A: Correct, to include the Secretaiy of State. 

Q: Okay. Had you needed^ — 

A; He agreed with that. 


^^Id 
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Q: And he agreed with that? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Did yon find or uncover any evidence or receive any evidence that led either you 

or Ambassador Pickering to feel the need to interview the Secretary at any point 
throughout the process? 

A: We did not. 

Q: And if you had uncovered that evidence, would you — what would you have done? 

A: We would have interviewed her.^® 

G. Officials Said ARB Was “Tough” and Made Valuable Recommendations 

Based on transcribed interviews with numerous officials familiar with the ARB process, 
it appears that the Benghazi ARB was one of the most comprehensive ever conducted, that ARB 
Members were knowledgeable and well-informed, and that the ARB’s findings and 
recommendations were thorough and tough. 

During his deposition with the Committee, Ambassador Pickering addressed accusations 
that the ARB was less robust than other ARBs: 


Amh. Pickering: Thank you, Mr. Cummings. My response is that to the best of my 

knowledge, no other ARB was so extensive and far-reaching in its 
findings of personal responsibility or personal accoimtability, or 
made such far-reaching recommendations at such high levels in the 
State Department. 


Rep. Cummings: And how did you come to that conclusion that you just made? 

Amh. Pickering: I came to that conclusion by speaking to and asking oui' staff to 

review ail of the other ARBs that were reported on. We had those 
reports in our possession, so we made a comparison, and we 
aiTived at that conclusion after reviewing the recommendations of 
the other ARBs.^° 


29 


M. 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Depo.sition of Ambassador 
Thomas R. Pickering (June 4, 2013). 
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During his deposition, Ambassador Pickering also explained that one reason the ARB did 
not “pull any punches” was because he did not want to see the Board’s recommendations go 
unheeded: 

Rep. Cummings: Let me ask you as well, you had asked the staff to read previous 

reports. And what was the aim there? In other words, were you 
trying — did this review come after you had pretty much made 
findings and trying to compare to what other folks had done in 
other ARBs, or were you — this come from the outset to try to 
figure out what would be a reasonable fi'amework to, you know, 
come up with recommendations and findings? You understand my 
question? 

Amb. Pickering: I do. There are two aspects to the answer to that question. One is 

we relied on the facts, data, information, analyses, and reports that 
we were able to assemble as the basis for our recommendations. 
And we did not wish in any way, if I could put it this way, to pull 
any punches. We felt we had a serious obligation under the law 
and from the Secretary to do that. We looked carefully at what we 
were doing. Where it was necessary, we checked those particular 
pieces. 

Secondly, I was deeply concerned, as others were, that previous 
ARBs, previous Accountability Review Boards, had been excellent 
in their recommendations, but the follow-through had dwindled 
away. And indeed, I caused to be put at the head of each chapter 
of the ARB some recollection from the past. The first chapter 
begins with George Santayana’s statement that those who cannot 
remember the past are condemned to repeat it, But throughout the 
report you will see each chapter headed by something that recalls a 
prior recommendation or a prior event, including in the chapter on 
what happened the night of September 1 1 th a very moving account 
from a 1 967 attack on the consulate general in Benghazi shortly 
following a Middle East war, I believe. 

So it was an effort to try to instill in the readers a sense that we 
were not doing as much as wc should do about these reports that 
also concerned me. And 1 believe that this hearing, this 
discussion, this whatever it is that we are engaged in now is an 
opportunity, in fact, to find a way to assure that the 
recommendations, insofar as they needed to be supported here in 
the Congress, do get supported. And I’m very pleased to have the 
opportunity to do all 1 can here to reinforce that.^' 
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Dui'ing his intei-view with Committee staff, the former Director of the State Department’s 
Office Maghreb Affaii-s, who served as the Charge d’Affaires in Libya from January tlirougli 
June 2013, said the recommendations “constituted a rational set of recommendations on the 
security side.” Accordingto this official, many of the ARB’s recommendations are already 
being implemented: 

When 1 was charge in Tripoli for 6 months, for example, there were a huge number of 

security upgrades that are undei-way, many of them, you know, attributable either directly 

or indirectly to ARB,'^^ 

The Acting Assistant Secretaiy for Near Eastern Affaire described the ARB as thorough, 
“very tough,” and the “opposite of a whitewash”: 

Q; 1 just wanted to ask you a few other follow up questions. Did you think 
that the ARB was a thorough investigation? 

A: Yes, I did. 

Q; Did you think it was tough? 

A: I thought it was very tough. 

Q: Some have referred to it as a whitewash. Do you think it was a whitewash? 

A: I think it’s the opposite of a whitewash. 

Q: Some have suggested that it was designed to protect people within the State 

Department. Did you see any evidence of that? 

A: I saw no evidence of that at all.^^ 

The former Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for the State Department’s Bureau of 
Near Eastern Affairs stated that the ARB’s recommendations, if implemented, would make 
diplomats around the world safer: 

Q: And it made north of two dozen recommendations. Have you had a chance to 

look at those recommendations? 

A: Yes, I have, 

House Committee on Oversight and Ooveriunent Reform, Inteiwiew of William 
Roebuck (Aug. 5, 2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Govenunent Refomi, Inteiwiew of Elizabeth Jones 
(July 11,2013). 
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Q: Do you think they are sound? 

A; Yes. I’ve got them here. 1 — 

Q: I mean, from somebody who’s been at the State Department as long as you have 

been, do you think if those are implemented they will make people safer? 

A: Yes.^"* 

The Executive Director of the State Department’s Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 
described the ARB as “penetrating,” “specific,” and “critical”: 

Q: Okay. We talked about your view on the ARB and about its degree of 

thoroughness. Did you think it was a thorough report? 

A: I — given the objectives that they had, which seemed to be reasonable, and the 

way that they — ^the way they approached it and the information that they got 
seemed to be thorough. 

Q: Do you think it was in any way a whitewash or went easy on the State 

Department? 

A: Boy, it sure didn’t feel that way. 

Q: Why is that? 

A; I well, I mean, take a look at the report. It wasn’t — from oUr perspective, it was 
penetrating. It was specific. It was critical, and many of the — well, I quibble 
with some of the recommendations. Some of the recommendations were — were 
right I mean, so I perceived it as a — as a good evaluation. 

Q: Do you have any knowledge that it engaged in any favoritism or improperly 

protected certain people from accountability? 

A: No, I have no knowledge of that.^* 

The former Director of the State Department’s Office of Maghreb Affairs also disputed 
the allegation that the ARB was a “whitewash”: 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Elizabeth 
Dibble (July 10,2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Govermnent Reform, Inteiwiew of Lee Imhman 
(July 30, 2013). 
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I think they thoroughly inveatigated it and tliey — as I said, I think it was undmtandable, 
given the gravity of what happened, that they held some people accountable. And— and 1 
think that, you know, it’s had serious consequences for — you know, for those people, so I 
think it — 1 don’t — I wouldn’t call it a — I think it was a thorough investigation, not a 
whitewasli.^'’ 

The Diplomatic Security Desk Officer responsible for Libya told Committee investigators 
that the ARB interviewed him for several hours and asked him “thorough” questions.” He also 
said ARB Members “were veiy knowledgeable about the inner workings of the department and 
the greater intelligence community as well.” He added that he thought the ARB conducted a fair 
process and that it incorporated some of his suggestions; 

Q: Did you feel it was fair and objective? 

A: Yes. 

Q: What was your reaction to the ARB report? I know you mentioned earlier you 

had access to the classified but did not have access to the classified? 

A: Like I said, overall, I concui-red with the overall nexus of the ARB report. I 

thought it was well prepared and well written. 

Q: Was there anything that you disagreed with or felt that they could have gone 

further with? 

A: No, Several of the points in there were things that I had brought up specifically in 

my conversations. I don’t know about what other people brought up or other 
points outside of ray realm. But they definitely listened to what 1 had to say. And 
.some of those things wei'e incorporated in the recommendations.’* 

The Assistant Secretary of Diplomatic Security stated that he agreed with most paits of 
the ARB and found its recommendations to be important. He also clarified that accountability 
ultimately rested with the teirorisls: 

I read the ARB carefiilly, and there we many parts, in fact, most parts, of tiie ARB that I 
agree with. There are many recommendations that are constructive and proper. The 
Depaifment has decided to adopt those recommendations, most notably ones that involve 
a shoitfall in funding for diplomatic— for diplomatic construction effoits, 1 think that’s a 


House Conunittee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview 
Roebuck (Aug. 5, 2013). 

” House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview 
(Aug. 8, 2013), 


of William 


of Brian Papanu 
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very good thing; there were some additional resources for DS; the finding that the 
accountable people are the terrorists.^® 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Eric Boswell 
(July 9, 2013). 
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II. DEFENSE DEPARTMENT ACTIONS 


A. ARB Found No Fault With Military Response 

After conducting a detailed review of the U.S. military response to the attacks in 
Benghazi — including a review of the military assets that were available, the decision-making by 
military commanders, and the coordination of the overall U.S. goveinment response — the ARB 
found no fault with the militaiy response; 

The interagency response was timely and appropriate, but there simply was not enough 
time given the speed of the attacks for armed U.S. military assets to have made a 
difference. Senior-level interagency discussions were underway soon after Washington 
received initial word of the attacks and continued thr ough the night. The Board found no 
evidence of any rmdue delays in decision making or denial of support from Washington 
or from the military combatant commanders. Quite the contrary: the safe evacuation of 
all U.S. govenmient personnel from Benghazi twelve hours after the initial attack and 
subsequently to Ramstein Air Force Base was the result of exceptional U.S. government 
coordination and military response and helped save tire lives of two severely wounded 
Americans. In addition, at the State Department’s request, the Department of Defense 
also provided a Marine FAST (Fleet Antitenorism Security Team) as additional security 
sirpport for Embassy Tripoli on September 12.'"’ 


During his deposition with the Committee, Ambassador Pickering was asked direetly 
about how the military responded on the night of the attack: 


Rep. Connolly: There have been allegations or chai'ges or statements made that the 

defense response, or lack thereof, to the tragedy in Benghazi was 
inadequate and could have been so much more effective. Did you 
and the ARB look into the defense postui'e, the defense response to 
the tragedy in Benghazi? 


Arab. Pickering; Yes, we did, Mr. Connolly. 

Rep. Cormolly; About what did you find, Mr-. Ambassador? 


Amb. Pickering: Wc found tliat with respect to the various options that were 

possible to consider for providing rrrilitary support or assistance to 
Benghazi and Tripoli, none had the capacity to provide that within 
a r elevant time period.'" 


Depai'tment of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Unclassified Report (Dec. 

2012 ). 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Ambassador 
Thor-nas R. Pickering (Jime 4, 2013). 
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Admiral Mullen, as the fonner Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, served as the 
ARB’s military expert. During his transcribed interview with Committee staff, he explained: “I 
went to the Pentagon to look at every single asset that was postured in theater,”"*^ Admiral 
Mullen also explained the thoroughness of his review; 

Q; Admiral, did you conclude that the military took the appropriate steps to help the 
Americans in Benghazi on the night of the attack? 

A; I did. 

Q: And, generally speaking, what facts led to you determine that the military’s 

response was appropriate? 

A : I personally reviewed, and as the only military member of the ARB, I personally 

reviewed all of the military assets that were in theater and available. Now, I also 
did this in conjunction with — ^we listened to — we interviewed General Ham; we 
interviewed Admiral Tidd, who is the Operations Officer for tire Joint Staff, who 
was the current Operations Officer. We also brought back the — Tidd’s 
predecessor, a Marine, three star whose name 1 am blanking on right now, to look 
at the possibility of moving forces. We walked thi'ongh the forces that move, the 
ones that could or couldn’t that night. And then after those interviews or in 
conjunction with those interviews we actually went to the Pentagon. And we 
reviewed with many — ^many of the Joint Staff that I knew from my time there, I 
have great regard for. And we walked through the force posture in Em'ope, 
notionally, and looked at every single U.S. military asset that was there, and what 
it possibly could have done, whether it could have moved or not. And it was in 
that interaction that I concluded, after a detailed understanding of what had 
happened that night, that from outside Libya, that we’d done everything possible 
that we could.'*^ 

Admiral Mullen also confinned that the ARB had access to all relevant information in 
order to evaluate the U.S, military response to the attacks: 

Q: And did you have access to all of the information you needed to address this 

question, both paper, videotapes, any hard material that you needed as well as 
individuals? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Okay. Did you find that anybody, in fact, tried to prevent you from having that 

information or any information you needed? 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013), 

Id. 


23 



248 


A: No. 

Q: Okay. And that also applies to the State Department, did the State Department 

provide you with all the information you needed to address this area insofar as the 
State Department’s role was concerned? 

A: Which area? 

Q: The question of the military — • 

A: Military response, Yes. 

Q: Okay, So your conclusion based on your experience, 40 years of experience, is 

that the military and the U.S. Government did everything that they could to 
respond to the attacks? 

A: Yes,'*^ 

Admiral Mullen confirmed that he conducted two reviews of assets available to the U.S. 
militaiy on the night of the attacks, as well as the logistics of moving those assets to respond: 

Q: And just to be very clear here, you had access to all of the puzzle pieces on the 

board? 

A: I did. 

Q: And you were able to essentially take the night of the attacks and almost work 

backwards and say, show me where ail the assets were in theater or in that region 
or around the world, and you were able to look at the time components and sort of 
the logistics of what it would take to move from point A to B, and this includes 
naval, aviation, ground forces, all components of the militaiy? 

A: I did that twice. 

Q: And you were satisfied? 

A: I am,’'^ 


^rid. 
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B. No “Stand Down” Order Issued on Night of Attacks 

During the Committee’s May 8, 2013, hearing, Gregory Hicks, the Deputy Chief of 
Mission (DCM) in Libya at the time of the attacks, testified that he believed the military issued a 
“stand down” order to a four-man military team based in Tripoli on the night of the attacks and 
commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Gibson, Mr. Hicks testified that he “be!ieve[d] it came from 
either AFRICOM or SOCAFRICA,” referring respectively to the DOD’s Africa and Special 
Opei'ations Commands,'*^ 

Rather than investigating this claim to deteimine its validity, some Republican Members 
of Congress began using it as a talking point during public interviews and appearances. For 
example, during an interview in May 2013, Rep, Chaffetz told CNN that “military personnel 
were ready willing and able, and within proximity, but the Pentagon told them they had no 
authority and to stand down,”'*’ Likewi.se, according to press reports, Chairman Issa said “there 
were calls for help that were unheeded by any support from outside, including militaiy personnel 
that were effectively told to stand down when they tried to be part of a relief mission,”'* 

After he reviewed the directions given to those militaiy forces in the region on the night 
of the attacks, Admiral Mullen explained during his inteiview with Committee staff that no 
stand-down order was issued, but that the four-man team was directed to provide security in 
Tripoli and assist with the evacuation. He also confinned previous testimony from General 
Martin Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

Q; General Dempsey said that a determination was made that the team, quote, 

“would contribute more by going to the Tripoli aiiport to meet the casualties upon 
return,” end quote. And here’s what General Dempsey said further, quote, “By 
the time they contacted the command center in Stuttgaif, they were told diat the 
individuals in Benghazi were on their way back and that they would be better 
used in the Tripoli airport because one of them was a medic, that they would be 
better used to receive the casualties coming back from Benghazi. And that if they 
had gone tliey would have simply passed each other in the air,” Admiral Mullen, 
do you believe this most recent statement by General Dempsey to be correct? 

A: I do. 

Q: Is there any reason to doubt that statement? 


House Committee on Oversiglrt and Government Reform, Hearing on Benghazi: 
Exposing Failure and Recognizing Courage (May 8, 2013), 

Former Deputy Chief of Mission in Libya: U.S. Military Assets Told to Stand Down, 
CNN (May 7, 2013). 

‘'® Issa Ignoring Real Benghazi Scandal?, WorldNetDaily (Aug. 9, 2013), 
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A; None. In fact, when I heard Mr. Hicks’ testimony, I went— I specifically went to 
look at that aspect of what had happened. And in fact the direction that was 
given, I think it’s Colonel Gibson, Lieutenant Colonel Gibson, I think — I know 
the direction that was given him, after he and his forces had helped Mr. Hicks 
redeploy, if you will, the Americans fl'om the embassy compounds to the annex, 
after he had helped do that. 

Counsel; Just to clarify, that’s in Tripoli. 

A: This is in Tripoli. He checked in with his command, which was SOCAFRICA. 

And he was given direction to hold in place. There was never direction given to 
him to stand down. He was then remissioned consistent with what General 
Dempsey said in his testimony the other day.'*^ 

Admiral Mullen explained that the four-man team was assigned to the critical function in 
Tripoli of receiving incoming wounded, who were already being evacuated from Benghazi for 
return to Tripoli. Admiral Mullen also explained that the team’s medic provided “heroic” 
lifesaving medical assistance which may have prevented additional fatalities: 

Q: Okay. Did die ARB, as part of youi- inquiry, determine that there was a need to 

keep tlte four-man team in Tripoli instead of sending them to Benghazi? Were 
you able to evaluate their need for being there at all? 

A: Well, I think — ^you know, what General Dempsey said was tree in terms of this 

was about 6:30 in the morning. Had Hicks — or Tm sorry, had Gibson and the 
other three gotten on an aiiplane, they would have flown past the plane bringing 
those who~out of Benghazi, some of whom were wounded. And an untold story 
here is the heroic efforts of the medic actually on that ahport coming from 
Benghazi to Tripoli, which there are those that believe kept a couple of tliose 
wounded alive to get them to Tripoli, which would then allow continued triage to 
put them on a C-17 pretty rapidly and get them up to Landstuhl, So I say that 
because the focus of the medical aspect on this and the medic who remained in 
Tripoli was absolutely critical. That’s where the focus was at that time. 

I would also add that for Lieutenant Colonel Gibson and for others who either are 
currently wearing or have worn the uniform, the desire to get out there to help is 
who we are. So I certainly wasn’t surprised that that’s what he wanted to do. 

Admiral Mullen also added; 

Q: And in Tripoli what did the four special operations personnel, what did they do 

then? 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Admhal 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013), 
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A: Well, one, what I thought was in the end a veiy smart call was they stayed there 

so that medic could see the people coming off that Erst, that airplane and provide 
critical medical assistance.*' 

lire four-man team also provided security for Tripoli, which was under unceifain thi-eat 
that an attack could occur there as well. Admiral Mullen told the Committee that the four-man 
team represented a significant portion of the remaining security assets capable of guarding 
American personnel and the U.S. embassy in Tripoli from a possible attack; 

Q; The four-person team that we’ve talked about staying behind in Tripoli, you had 
mentioned something along the lines of tliis was Mr. Hicks’ only security left or 
something along those lines. I don’t want to put words in your mouth, but can 
you repeat what you were saying? 

A; Well, he has got — he used these individuahs most of the night to reposition people 
out to the Annex, the Annex in Tripoli, and they were the only military members 
left that could provide any kind of security capability and capacity, and so from 
my perspective — -and what doesn’t get much discussion in all this is sort of the 
backdrop of Tripoli which everybody was concerned about before Benghazi, the 
Benghazi incident, during it, and after. So from a commander’s perspective 
. there’s some wisdom in telling him to hold in place until we can kind of sort this 
out, combined with the fact that by every indication it was over out east and 
eveiybody was coming back. 

Q: And that was going to be my follow-up question. Was it known that Tripoli 

wouldn’t experience an attack that night? 

A: No. 

Q; So that was a possibility? 

A: Absolutely. And, in fact, 1 think Mr. Hicks said this in public testimony, and he 

did not — he waited until sunrise to start to move people around, and to me that’s 
a reflection of the danger that was there at the time.” 

According to Admiral Mullen, the four-man team in Tripoli spent the “majority of the 
night” protecting American personnel in Tripoli; 

A: One of the things that 1 think it’s important at least From ffly perspective, and I 

understood it as we went through this, obviously the report focuses on Benghazi 
heavily. 


*'/d. 
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Q: Yeah, 

A: But Libya was no cup of tea at the time thiuaghout, and Hicks was very 

concerned about — because same thing, we didn’t know, we didn’t know how 
many, how fast, where they had come fi'om, and in particular this group of four 
had spent the majority of the night through the morning until about 6:30 helping 
relocate the American personnel from Tripoli to the Annex, They were also^ — ^ 
again, this is my perspective, they were also part about all he had left from a 
security standpoint there. 

Now, you know, I wasn’t in on the conversations about all of that, and ! accept 
that Ml', Hicks had a desire to, you know, try to help, as did Colonel Gibson. I 
mean, you know, I would expect nothing less in that regard. From what I 
concluded is at that time there was no place to go because they were coming back, 
and I really think what Dempsey said. General Dempsey said about that is 
absolutely right, we knew enough at that point to know they were coming out and 
they would have crossed en route, and I spoke earlier about the critical medical 
capability that resided in one of those four individuals.^^ 

State Department Diplomatic Security officials interviewed by the Committee confirmed 
Admiral Mullen’s observations. For example, during a transcribed interview, the former 
Principal Deputy Seci-etary for Diplomatic Security told the Committee that die Diplomatic 
Security Bureau in Washington believed that Tripoli was a possible target: 

Q: The thi'eat infonnation that was coming into the DS center that Tripoli may have 

been a possible target, how serious was that that night for you guys? 

A: It was very serious. I mean, given what had just occurred in Benghazi, what 

happened earlier in the day, you know, in Cairo, it’s something that of course you 
had to take a look at and say this — you know, of course it was sei'ious. 

Q: So there was a genuine worry that Tripoli could be next? 

A: Absolutely, Yes. 

Q: And that’s why the precautions were being taken, I think, that night to — 

A; Yes, 

Q: — consolidate staff? 
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A: Evacuation, consolidation. I can’t recall exactly what time the decision was made 

to bring in the Marine FAST team, but I thinlc maybe the next day that was 
brought in to Tripoli. So, absolutely. 

The Diplomatic Security Desk Officer for Libya, who was in the Diplomatic Security 
Command Center in Washington, D,C., during the attacks, explained that Department officials 
were concerned about the safety and security of American personnel in Tripoli: 

Q: You said that you were in the eommand center. The command center was in 

communication with Tripoli the night of the attack. Were you concerned about 
Tripoli itself? 

A: Yes, very much so. Tripoli also received some threat information. So they were 

in the process of actually packing up and moving to the annex to co~locate with 
the all chief of mission personnel there. So while this was going on, they were 
also hying to coordinate their own evacuation, essentially. 

Q: From a DS perspective, how real did you think that threat information was? Or 

how serious did you think that was? 

A: I believed it was serious because now we had seen at least two instances. One 

very violent. And basically, two of our missions had been breached, one embassy 
and the mission compound at Benghazi. So it was a significant concern.^* 

The House Armed Services Committee also investigated whether the foui'-man military 
team was ordered to “stand down” and rejected tire allegation. On .lime 26, 2013, the House 
Aimed Services Subcommittee on Overnight and Investigations held a classified briefing with 
General Carter Ham, the former Commander of AFRICOM; Lieutenant Colonel S.E. Gibson, the 
former commander of the Site Security T earn at the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli; and Rear Admiral 
Brian Losey, the former commander of Special Operations Command- Africa. Following the 
briefing, that Committee issued the following statement; 

[Cjontrary to news reports, Gibson was not ordered to “stand down” by higher command 
authorities in response to his understandable desire to lead a group of three other Special 
Forces soldiers to Benghazi. Rather, he was ordered to remain in Tripoli to defend 
Americans there in anticipation of possible additional attacks, and to assist the survivora 
as they returned from Benghazi. Gibson acknowledged that had he deployed to Benghazi 
he would have left Americans in Tripoli undefended. He also stated that in hindsight, he 
would not have been able to get to Benghazi in time to make a difference, and as it turned 
out his medic was needed to provide urgent assistance to survivors once they arrived in 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Scott 
Bultrowicz (July 8, 2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Brian Papanu 
(Aug. 8, 2013). 
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Tripoli^ 

C. Aircraft Flyovers “Not Realistic” in Benghazi 

At the Committee’s May 8 hearing, the question was asked why F-16s or other “fast- 
mover” aircraft were not deployed to Benghazi on the night of the attacks. This question 
surfaced repeatedly with assertions being made that aircraft — ^particularly F-16s based in Aviano, 
Italy — could have airived in time to either strike or deter the assailants.®^ 

In his deposition with the Committee, Ambassador Pickering was asked whetlier F-16s 
could have been dispatched to Benghazi in time to have made a difference: 

Rep. Connolly: As you may know. Mi'. Ambassador, we had Mi'. Hicks before the 

committee in an open hearing who testified that based on a 
conversation he had with the military attache in Tripoli that the 
military response was insufficient and that, in fact, they could have 
done more, based on Aviano or some other base. Did your~did 
the ARB look into that? 

Amb. Pickering: Yes, we did. And I was sti-uck, Mr. Connolly, by the fact that 

Mr. Hicks’ testimony contained the answer to his own question 
when he was told, according to his testimony, by the defense 
attache, Lieutenant Colonel Keith Porter — I’m not sure I’ve got the 
names right — tliat the aircraft based at Aviano were 2 to 3 hours 
away, but there was no tanker support for them. Again, I’m not 
portraying myself as a military expert, but that seems to have been 
an answer to the question that he posed.®“ 

During a hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Genei-al Martin 
Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, testified that on the night of the attacks, F-16s 
stationed at Aviano Air Base in Italy could not have been deployed in time: 


House Committee on Amed Sei-vices, Readout of the House Armed Services 
Committee, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations Classified Briefing on Benghazi (June 
26, 2013) (online at http://ai'medservices.house.gov/index.cfm/press- 
t'eleases?ContentRecord_id=2da7b67e-088e-462f-93c2- 
01cab80c562a&ContentType_id=e0c7b822-826f-493d-8cef- 

le21aa53el2a&GroupJd=12580721-af41-4987-849c-c25b730d096d&YearDisplay=2013). 

See, e.g.. House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Hearing on 
Benghazi: Exposing Failure and Recognizing Courage (May 8, 2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Deposition of Ambassador 
Thomas R. Pickering (June 4, 2013). 
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[I]n order to deploy them it requires the— this was the middle of the night, now. These 
were not aircraft on strip alert. They’re there as part of our commitment to NATO and 
Europe. So as we looked at the time line, it was pretty clear that it would take up to 20 
hours or so to get them there. Second ... importantly, it was the wrong tool for the job. 

During his transcribed interview with Committee staff. Admiral Mullen was asked 
directly about this issue: 

Q: So the next section I want to cover is the issue of flying a fast jet over Benghazi. 

Mr. Hicks also testified that he was frustrated that a fast-mover, such as an F-16, 
could not have been sent to Benghazi to either engage militarily or do fast 
flyovers to perhaps scare adversaries. Obviously I think we’re all sympathetic 
with that. I think both sides of the committee certainly undei-stood that we wanted 
jets there yesterday, I think as our ranking member said. Admiral Mullen, as part 
of the ARB, did you investigate whether the military could have sent fast-mover 
assets, such as F-16s, to Benghazi on the night of the attack? And, if so, what did 
you conclude? 

A: We did — we did investigate that. And consistent with what 1 said previously, it 

was not realistic to think that we could task fast movers, jets, notionally in 
Aviano, Italy, 2 to 3 hours’ flying time away, without tankers, which were a 
minimum of 4 houiu away in the middle of the night with no previous tasking. So 
General Dempsey’s testimony in February, and I thinlc consistent with what 
Secretary Panetta said in terms of being able to move forces more rapidly, which 
we all wanted to do. I am particularly sympathetic to Mr. Hicks’ frustration with 
what he was, going through, can we get help now. There’s no one I’ve ever met in 
the military that wouldn’t want to get help there instantly. The physics of it, the 
reality of it, it just wasn’t going to happen for 1 2 to 20 hours. And 1 validated that 
in my review when I went to the Pentagon to look at every single asset that was 
postured in theater, including those jets in Aviano. 

Q: Okay, AtahearingonFebruary7th,2013,beforetheSenateArmedServices 

Committee, General Martin Dempsey, the cutrent Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, was asked whether we could have deployed F-16s from Aviano Air Base in 
Italy. And here is what he said. Quote, For a couple reasons, one is that in order 
to deploy them it requires the — this is in the middle of the night now. These are 
not aircraft on strip alert. Tliey are there as part of our commitment to NATO and 
Europe, And so as we looked at the timeline, it was pretty clear that if would take 
up to 20 hours or so to get them there. Admiral Mullen, do you agree with 
General Dempsey’s explanation that there was simply not enough time to deploy 
those assets? 


Senate Committee on Armed Services, Hearing on Attack on U.S. Facilities in 
Benghazi, Libya (Feb. 7, 2013), 
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A; There was not enough time to deploy the assets, to provide the refueling they 

would have needed probably twice en route, given once while they ai-e going, and 
if they’re going to have any on-station time, twice, those assets, those refueling 
assets were further out of reach than the jets in Italy — meaning in Aviano 
specifically. So it just wasn’t realistic. The line of questioning and approach 
here, for those of us in the military, that we would consider for a second not doing 
everything we possibly could, it just— it stirs us to our bones, because that’s who 
we are. We don’t leave anybody behind. We do support them under all 
oircumstanoes. That night, middle of the night, it just wasn’t — for those assets 
that may have been able to get there in someone’s view, it just wasn't very 
realistic. What is also unsaid in this is for those kinds of assets, the significant, 
though administrative issue of asking a counby like Libya to come into their air 
space with combat forces. And those are decisions that have to be made. 
Obviously, if we had assets available. And the significance of either that being 
granted or not granted or the ability to even have it granted that night with 
everything else that was going on in Libya. 

Q: And without at ail getting into classified space, is there anything you can provide 

us with that gives a bit more context as to what’s required to simply get an asset 
such as that, such as an F-16 from point A to point B on almost no notice? 

A: Well, I thinlc General Dempsey said it in his testimony. You know, there were no 

jets on strip alert. And strip alert is a readiness to respond level where you 
condition a military asset to be available in a period of time. And it could be an 
hour, it could be 4 hows, it could be 12 hours. And all of the people, all of the 
munitions, all of the missions, all that sort of pre — that’s all preplanned. And 
depending on what your readiness level is or your response time requirement is. 

So there were none who had any readiness level at all to be able to respond to an 
attack like this.*'*’ 

Then-Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta also testified before tlie Senate Armed Sendees 
Committee regarding this issue: 

Some have asked why other types of aimed aircraft were not dispatched to Benghazi. 

The reason simply is because aimed UAVs, AC- 1 30 gunships, or fixed-wing fighters 
with the associated tanking — you’ve got to provide air reflieling abilities — aimaments — 
you’ve got to aim all the weapons before you put them on the planes — ^targeting and 
support facilities were not in the vicinity of Libya. And because of the distance, it would 
have taken at least 9 to 12 hours, if not more, to deploy these forces to Benghazi. 

This was, pure in simple, in the absence, as I said, of any kind of advance waming, a 
problem of distance and time. Frankly, even if we were able to get the F-1 6s or the AC- 
130s over the target in time, the mission still depends on accurate information about what 


^*’ House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 
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targets they’re supposed to hit, and we had no forward air controllers there. We had . . . 
no communications with U.S. personnel on the ground. And as a matter of fact, we had 
no idea where the Ambassador was at that point to be able to kind of conduct any kmd of 
attacks on the ground.^' 

During an appearance on Face the Nation, former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates also 
addressed this issue: 

I listened to the testimony of — ^both Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey, And — and 
frankly had I been in the job at the time — I think my decisions would have been just as 
theirs were. We don’t have a ready force standing by in the Middle East. Despite all the 
turmoil that’s going on, with planes on strip alert, troops ready to deploy at a moment’s 
notice. And so getting somebody there in a timely way — would have been veiy difficult, 
if not impossible. And frankly, I’ve heard “Well, why didn’t you just fly a fighter jet 
over and try and scare ‘em with the noise or something?” Well, given the number of 
surface to air missiles that have disappeared from Qaddafi's arsenals, I would not have 
approved sending an aircraft, a single aircraft — over Benghazi under those 
circumstances.*^ 

During his interview with Committee staff, Admiral Mullen agreed with Secretary Gates’ 
comments: 

If I were to send an asset over Benghazi I’d want to know what the threat is. I— from a 
standpoint of in particular this is focused — at least from my perspective it’s been focused 
on the second attack, which the event that — the mortar attack which killed two great 
Americans, Mi’. Doherty and Mr. Wood — Mr. Woods. The reality is the likelihood at 
2:00 in the morning of — or at 5:00 in the morning in the middle of the night under the 
cover of darkness, the likelihood that we could have had any effect on vei’y accurate 
mortar fire set up in a very short period of time for^ — to be able to deter or take that out is 
from my perspective near zero. 

Sol think Secretary Gates’ comment about the whole idea, and 1 think Secretary Panetta 
said the same thing another way, which is trying to understand the threat base which is 
•what we always do when we send people in. That doesn’t imply from my perspective 
that we would have to wait. It’s just you need to understand it. And you need to 
understand the risks. And there are risks where from my perspective I would — when I 
was in a position of responsibility I would have taken the risk to send somebody in when 
there was a surface to air thi'eat I thought I might be able to mitigate and there are times 
when I wouldn’t.*^ 


Senate Committee on Armed Services, Hearing on Attack on U.S. Facilities in 
Benghazi, Libya (Feb. 7, 2013), 

Face the Nation, CBS News (May 1 2, 20 1 3). 

House Committee on Oversiglit and Govei-nment Reform, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 
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Secretary Oates also explained the importance of understanding the threat environment 
before deploying forces into a dangerous situation, including ground troops such as special 
operations forces: 

[W]ith respect to — sending in special forces or a small group of people to i\-y and provide 
help, based on evei-ything I have read, people really didn’t Imow what was going on in 
Benghazi contemporaneously. And to send some small number of special forces or other 
troops in without knowing what the environment is, without knowing what the threat is, 
without having any intelligence in terms of what is actually going on on the ground, I 
think, would have been very dangerous. And personally, I would not have approved that 
because we just don’t it’s sort of a cartoonish impression of military capabilities and 
mililaty forces. The one thing that our forces are noted for is planning and preparation 
before we send people in harm’s way. And there Just wasn’t time to do that.^'* 

During his transcribed intervievy. Admiral Mullen agreed “completely” with Secretary 
Gates’ comments: 

I thinlc — what caught me in his statement there that I think is really important is his 
comment on “cartoonish.” As if it’s almost like a PowerPoint slide, you can go from a 
situation that is very calm to all of a sudden they’re all there. There’s an extraordinary 
amount of work that goes into planning and preparation and understanding what you’re 
doing. And going into very risky environments. Not that they wouldn’t do that. But that 
you can somehow do that instantly when you really are completely surprised, that you 
could generate a force to have that kind of impact is — it’s just not reasonable. And it’s 
not my experience in some pretty difficult circumstances over the last several years in 
two wars plus the war against al Qaeda. 

D. Special Forces Team in Europe Could Not Respond in Timely Manner 

During an April 30, 2013, television interview, an unidentified individual described as a 
“militaiy special ops member” asserted that the Defense Department failed to mobilize a special 
operatioas team conducting training exercises in Europe to respond to the attacks in Benghazi; 

I know for a fact that C-1 10, the EUCOM [European Command] CIF [commander’s in 
extremis force] was doing a training exercise not in the region of North Africa, but in 
Europe, and they had the ability to react and respond.**’ 


*'* Face the Nation, CBS News (May 12, 2013), 

** House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 

** Special Forces Could've Responded to Benghazi Attack, Whistle-Blower Tells Fox 
News, Fox News (Apr. 30, 2013) (online at www.foxnews.eom/politics/2013/04/30/special- 
opsbenghazi-whistleblower-tells-fox-news-govenunent-could-have/). 
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This individual also stated: “They would have been there before the second attack.”^^ 

Ranking Member Cummings sent a letter to Secretary of Defense Charles Hagel to 
examine this allegation.*® In a May 7, 2013 response, the Department of Defense specifically 
explained: 

[T]he time needed from alerting the CIF to landing at the Benghazi airport is greater than 
the approximately 7,5 hours between the initiation of the first attack and that of the 
second one. As such, the time requirements for notification, load, and transit alone 
prevented the CIF from being at the Annex in time enough to change events. This 
analysis is consistent with the findings of the Accountability Review Boaid.*^ 

At a June 12, 2013, Senate Budget Committee hearing, General Dempsey testified that 
“[t]he travel time alone” would have precluded the special forces team in Europe from 
responding.^** 

During his interview with Committee staff, Admiral Mullen confirmed General 
Dempsey’s statements: 

Q: And last week, again, June 12th, General Dempsey testified before the Senate 

Budget Committee that the EUCOM CIF was on a training mission in Eastern 
Europe on the night of the Benghazi attack and could not have been in Benghazi 
witliin 4 to 6 hours as has been alleged. General Dempsey explained, quote, The 
travel time alone would have been more than that, and that’s if they were sitting 
on the tarmac. Do you have any reason to disagree with General Dempsey’s 
assessment of the plausibility of the claim tlrat CIF could have been in Benghazi 
within 4 to 6 hours? 

A; I do not. 

Q: Does it seem plausible to you that the CIF could be redeployed from a training 

exercise in Eastern Europe and be on the ground in Benghazi within 4 hours? 


Special Forces Could’ve Responded to Benghazi Attack, Whistle-Blower Tells Fox 
News, Fox News (Apr. 30, 2013) (online at www.foxnews.comypolitics/2013/04/30/speoial- 
op.sbenghazi-whistleblowe^-tells-fox-news-govemment-could-have/). 

Letter from Rep. Elijah E. Cummings to Secretary of Defense Charles T. Hagel (May 

2, 2013). 

Letter fl'om Elizabeth King, Assistant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, Department of 
Defense, to Rep. Elijah E. Cummings (May 7, 2013). 

Senate Committee on Budget, Hearing on The President ’s Fiscal Year 2014 Defense 
Budget Request (June 12, 2013). 
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A: It doesn’t, 

Q: Okay. Well, testifying before the Senate Budget Committee, General Dempsey 

was questioned as to the CIF’s standing order time to deployment at the moment 
of the Benghazi attack, and he responded with an estimate. General Dempsey 
said, quote, Given that they were on a training event, it was probably at N plus 6. 
Can you explain what that means, N plus 6, and do you have any reason to believe 
that the CIF standing order time to deployment was less than that? 

A: Well, I think that General Dempsey’s estimate is reasonable, although I don’t 

know specifically what it would be. When you are going to deploy forces, you 
give them what we call N hour, so that’s, you know — and then you are expected 
to deploy at some period of time after that. So you establish an N hour, and then 
N plus 3 or N plus 6 or N plus 1 2 is when you typically deploy. So what General 
Dempsey is saying there from notification and establishment of that notification 
hour, let’s say for discussion purposes that night it was midnight, they^ — or it was 
2 in the morning, theoretically what he’s saying is 6 hours later. But there’s an 
awful lot more that goes into that. They’re deployed at the time, they’re 
exercising at the time, their kits are, they’re kitted up for entirely different 
missions, training missions, et cetera. There’s a whole lot that goes into how 
quickly I can move someone. 

Q: Okay. 

A: And, in fact, my understanding is they moved as rapidly as they could, and they 

showed up at this base in southern Europe late that afternoon.’ 

Admiral Mullen emphasized that there was a significant movement of U.S. forces on the 
night of the attacks in Benghazi: 

I think it’s important in my experience with two Presidents is that when something like 
this happens, the Presidents say do everything you possibly can do. And that’s all the 
guidance I need to move forces and certainly with two Secretaries of Defense that I 
served with that’s all the — all the guidance Secretary Gates and Secretaiy Paiietta would 
need. So we’re~and in fact in this simation, it does not seem to be, at least from a public 
standpoint, widely understood, we moved a lot of forces that night. They don’t move 
instantly. But we had a significant force that was deployed doing other things, Special 
Operations Force in Europe, in Croatia, which was redeployed to a base in Southern 
Europe. We had a significant force from the United States which was deployed to a base 
in Southern Europe. So there were a lot of forces moving. And you make those 
packages, if you will, as robust as possible because you don’t know when it’s going to 
end and you don’t know exactly what’s going to happen next. And I’m very confident 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 
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that was done. All of that, while you’re trying to put together the picture as rapidly as 
possible, moving a drone over— a UAV, unarmed UAV over Benghazi as rapidly as 
possible to give your — give yourself better situational awareness. That was done. 

You’re pulling every single spring you possibly can to find out what’s going on, 
including those forces that are — and this isn’t just the Pentagon. This is — I certainly saw 
this in the State Department. 1 saw this in the intelligence community. From my review 
if you will. And, you’re piecing all that together to try to put together a plan to take 
whatever the next step is going to be, and it’s all happening simultaneously, and from 
what I could see, it certainly was that night.^^ 
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III. STATE DEPARTMENT ACTIONS 

A. Ambassador Stevens Championed U.S. Presence in Eastera Libya 

On April 5, 201 1 , then-Special Envoy Chris Stevens arrived aboard a cargo container 
ship in Benghazi in eastern Libya, which served as the cradle to the revolution against the 42- 
year rule of Muammar Qaddafi. Amidst the uprising, the State Department had suspended 
operations at its Embassy in the Libyan capital city of Tripoli on February 25, 2011. After 
Qaddafi fled Tripoli in fall 201 1, the State Department re-opened U.S, Embassy Tripoli with 
limited staff on September 22, 2011 Specie Envoy Stevens seived in Benghazi from April 

2011 until November 17, 2011, when he departed Libya. A.s a leading expert on Libya, he 
returned to Tripoli in May 26, 2012, as the U.S. Ambassador. Meanwhile, the Special Mission in 
Benghazi continued to operate, but with limited, temporary-duty staff 

Numerous State Department officials inteiviewed by Committee staff acknowledged that 
Ambassador Stevens championed the U.S, presence in Benghazi and had successfully built a 
consensus that the U.S. should maintain its presence in eastern Libya. The formei- Office 
Director for Maghreb Affairs stated that “there was widespread . . . consensus that the mission in 
Benghazi was vei 7 important.”^’ This State Depaitment official explained that Ambassador 
Stevens was a primary advocate of maintaining a presence in the eastern region: 

He thought that Benghazi was a critically important — and the east in general, were 
critically important components to understanding Libya. ... And he felt it was important 
on a symbolic level to indicate that the United States was going to stay involved not only 
in Libya writ large but also in Benghazi and in the east. And then for the other reasons 
that I mentioned: to have a window into the Islamist extremism that was developing 
primarily in the east but in other parts of Libya, to have a window into the tribal 
dynamics, which are very important, more so in the east than in the west.^® 

On September 6, 201 1, Ambassador Stevens wrote an e-mail to senior State Department 
officials aiticulating the reasons the State Department should continue to maintain a temporary 
presence in Benghazi while Embassy Tripoli re-opened. In describing the importance of the 
region, Ambassador Stevens noted that “the revolution began in eastern Libya and the views of 
these 2 million inhabitants will certainly influence events going forward.”” He also noted that 
eastern Libya would continue to play an important role in Libyan governance and politics 

. Department of State, Benghazi Accountabiiity Review Board Unclassified Report (Dec. 

2012 ), 

^Ud. 

House Committee on Oversight and Govenunent Refoim, Inteiview of William 
Roebuck (Aug. 5, 2013). 

Id. 

” Email from Special Envoy Chris Stevens to Ambassador Gene Cretz, Elizabeth Dibble, 
et al, Thoughts on future of Benghazi (Sept, 6, 201 1). 
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because “some [Libyan] government agencies may have their headquarters in Benghazi ... Other 
government agencies/corporations already have their HQ’s here.”^* He relayed comments that 
the U.S. presence in eastern Libya “has a salutary ‘calming’ effect on easterners who are fearful 
that the new focus on Tripoli could once again lead to their neglect and exclusion from 
reconstruction and wealth distribution.”^* He provided an overview of the Benghazi Special 
Mission Compound and discussed ongoing upgrades and staffing plans.®° Finally, he 
recommended a small, continuing presence in Benghazi.®' 

In the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary explained 
that the opinion of Ambassador Stevens, who she referred to as “one of, if not the premier 
expert” on Libyan matters, carried significant weight in Washington: 

A: Chris Stevens’ views weighed heavily into the bureau’s decision to request an 

extension of the mission. Chris argued very eloquently that it was important for 
the United States to keep in contact with people in the eastern pait of Libya, 
which had been the cradle of the revolution. And given that the leadership of 
the interim government was primarily from the east and was traveling back and 
forth between Tripoli and Benghazi and other parts of the east, he felt it was 
important to maintain those contacts. 

Q; And who would have listened to him in the State Department? Would he have 
had — 

A; Everybody. 

Q: Everybody? And why is that? 

A: And not just in the State Department, in the interagency. You know, the 

national security staff was very interested in hearing what Chris’s views were 
because he was recognized as one of, if not the premier expert on the ciuTent 
situation in Libya, having served there previously as DCM charge and then 
having been sent back as envoy during the revolution. And then the intent, 
which is what happened, was that we were going to nominate him as 
Ambassador to replace Ambassador Cretz. 

Q: And I think you said his opinions carried significant weight. 

A: Y es, they did. 


®‘/d. 
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Q: And so he thought it was very important to be in eastern Libya, Benghazi 

specifically, correct? 

A; Yes. 

Q: And did that ever change? Did he ever say, you know, I think it’s time that we 

no longer have a presence in — 

A: No, not that I’m aware of. 

Q: So the reasons for being in eastern Libya, Benghazi, in 20 1 1 , it’s your view that 

those would have just can'ied forward. 

A: Yes,*^ 

B. Extension of Temporary Benghazi Mission for One Year 

On December 27, 2011, Under Secretary for Management Patrick Kennedy approved an 
action memorandum that extended the Special Mission compound for one year.*^ The Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs stated that Ambassador 
Stevens’ views "formed the basis of what eventually became the memo that yvent up to Pat 
Kennedy in December recommending that we keep the operation going till the end of 2012.’’*'' 
She explained: 

Q: And how did that all develop? What was the sequence of events that led up to 

that memo to Undei' Secretary Kennedy? 

A: Are you talking about the December 27th memo? 

Q; Yes, I guess I am trying to understand how that deci.sion was made, 

A: We sent — the office in Benghazi had been operating since April of 2011, when 

Chris Stevens was sent in by steamer, by boat. He was there thi-oughout the 
summer. Then, when it looked like Tripoli was about to — well, when Tripoli fell 
and Qadhafi disappeared, the decision was made that we were going to send 
people back to Tripoli to our embassy. We first sent the DCM, Joan Polaschik, 
who had been the DCM before. And then Ambassador Gene Cretz went back in 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Elizabeth 
Dibble (July 10, 2013). 

** Department of State, Action Memorandum for Under Secretary Kennedy - M, from 
Jeffrey Feltman, Future of Operations in Benghazi, Libya (Dec. 27, 201 1). 

*■' House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview of Elizabeth 
Dibble (July 10,2013). 
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September to raise the flag and reestablish the embassy. Chris Stevens continued 
in Benghazi. And nobody knew Libya better than Chris. And Chris strongly 
recommended that we maintain a presence in Benghazi temporarily for a year 
because the government was just getting on its feet. It was an interim 
government. It was composed of many representatives from eastern Libya who 
were sort of the fathers of the revolution. So the east was important, politically. 
And so I recall an email from Chris shortly before he left laying out the reasons 
why he thought it was important that we continue to maintain temporaiily a 
presence in Benghazi. And we discussed it within the bureau.®’ 

The December 201 1 memorandum that appmved the extension was reviewed and cleared 
by State Department bureaus and offices, including the Bureau of Diplomatic Security. The 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affaire explained that each of these 
bureaus and offices had equities in the decision to extend the mission. She explained that if the 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security had expressed serious concerns about the memo, that it would not 
have been approved without further discussion: 

Q; And when we see DS here on the clearance list, to whom does that refer? 

A: Diplomatic Security. 

Q; Why would they be on this memo? 

A: Well, because there is— I think there is an attachment that’s missing that sets out 

the security upgrades and the costs that would be required to make the upgrades, 
just as OBO, the Office of Overseas Buildings Operations, would have cleared it 
because it has to do with a facility. You have RM, which is Resource 
Management, because it has to do with money. You have the A Bureau, the 
Administrative Bureau. These things usually also go through — -at that point we 
had two deputy secretaries of state — both of their offices. The under secretary for 
political affairs, that’s P. It was cleared by the person who was the acting . 
principal officer in Benghazi at the time. And it was cleared by someone on 
Under Secretary Kennedy’s staff. 

Q: And does it go through all these places because tliis is where the component 

expertise resides? 

A; Yes. It’s because they all have equities in this recommendation. And this is an 
action memo. 

Q: Right. 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Elizabeth 
Dibble (July 10, 2013) (emphasis added). 
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A; So when Under Secretary Kennedy or whoever is the recipient of an action memo 
gets a memo, he or she wants to know that everybody, all the offices that have 
equities in this are okay with it. 

Q; So if DS had a major concern about the security aspects raised in this memo, is 
tlie process such that they could say, okay. I’m not going to sign this? 

A: Yes. 

Q: And they have a right of refusal to either resolve the issue or discuss the issue or 

do something to rectify what their concerns are — 

A: Yes. 

Q: — -prior to it being signed? 

A; Yes,®'^ 

Under Secretary Kennedy’s Special Assistant, who reviewed the December 2011 memo 
and ensured that all information was complete before its submission, explained the clearance 
process within the Department: 

But when the names are listed, as they are here, that means that this person has read it and 
is okay with the infonnation and has cleared on it. Whether or not somebody from — 
anybody else has seen it or has approved it, that is really not something I can speak to. It 
really depends on the offices, and it depends on the action memo. So, for example, there 
might be some offices that say “I need further input before I can clear something” and 
they might discuss it with other people in their office in order to provide a more informed 
sort of decision and then clearance." 

When asked about the Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s signature on the December 201 1 
memo, the Executive Director of the State Department’s Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs stated: 

Q; So if I see DS there, it means that DS examined this from a security 
perspective? Is that what that means? 

A: That’ s what it means. 

Q: All right. What if DS decided that this was something that they didn’t think we 

should do because the security risks were too high? What would happen? 


House Cormnittee on Oversight and Government Refonn, Interview of Elizabeth 
Dibble (July 10, 2013). 

" House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview of Erfana Dar 
(Oct. 25, 2012), 
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A: There are two — well, the way that it works is that if one of the principal 

bureaus — and partioulaiiy Diplomatic Security with regard to this memo, because 
Diplomatic Security works with the Under Secretary for Management — if they 
disagreed and they wouldn't clear on it, we couldn’t actually have sent it 
foiwaid. Because the Under Secretary for Management would push back and say, 
you need to get this cleared. Or, alternatively, you need to provide a split 
memo. If you have a different view, then that needs to be detailed here. It’s 
called a split memo. 

Q: Is that almost like dissenting views? 

A: Yes.** 

C. Temporary Nature of Mission Led to Physical Security Challenges 

The ARB found that the temporai y nature of the Special Mission Compound led to 
certain security challenges. As a temporai-y facility, the compound was not covered by physical 
security standards and statutory security requirements: 

Anotlier key driver behind the weak security platform in Benghazi was the decision to 
treat Benghazi as a temporary, residential facility, not officially notified to the host 
government, even though it was also a full time office facility. This resulted in the 
Special Mission compound being excepted from office facility standai'ds and 
accountability under the Secure Embassy Construction and Counterterrorism Act of 1999 
(SECCA) and the Overseas Security Policy Board (OSPB). Benghazi’s initial platform 
in November 2011 was far short of OSPB standards and remained so even in September 
2012, despite multiple field-expedient upgrades funded by DS. (As a temporaiy, 
residential facility, SMC was not eligible for OBO-ftmded security upgrades.) A 
comprehensive upgrade and risk-mitigation plan did not exist, nor was a comprehensive 
security review conducted by Washington for Benghazi in 2012, The unique 
circumstances sui rounding the creation of the mission in Benghazi as a temporary 
mission outside the realm of peimanent diplomatic posts resulted in significant 
disconnects and support gaps.*’ 

Ambassador Eric Boswell, the forinei' Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security and 
chair of the interagency Overseas Security Policy Board, confinned that the temporary nature of 
the Special Mission Compound meant that security standards and statutory requirements did not 
apply to this facility: 


** House Committee on Oversight and Government Refonn, Interview of Lee Lehman 
(July 30, 2013), 

*’ Department of State, Benghazi Accountabilily Review Board Unclassified Report (Dec. 

2012 ). 
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Q: And just to be as cleai" as possible on this, there seems to be some lingering 

confusion about whether waivers or exceptions were required or sought in the 
case of Special Mission Benghata. In your view, neither an exception to OSPB or 
a waiver to SECCA requirements was required? 

A: I never received a request for a waiver, and so — and I did not believe that OSPB 

standards — a waiver was or an exception — exception is the term of art — for 
OSPB standards. An exception, formal exception would be required, 

Q: So you didn’t believe that an exception would be required for OSPB standards? 

A: Right. 

Q: And the SECCA requirements? 

A: Didn’t apply. 

Q: Didn’t apply, 

A: Not a newly acquired, newly conshucted embassy or consulate. 

Q: Sony to belabor the point, Ambassador. 

A: Sxu’e. 

Q: Then a waiver was not necessary? 

A: A waiver was not necessary,®” 

Consistent with the ARB’s finding, Ambassador Boswell explained that “SECCA and 
OSPB apply to permanent facilities that are notified to the host countiy government.”®' Such a 
notification never occurred with the Special Mission Compound.®^ 

According to the ARB, the Special Mission Compound was not eligible for Overseas 
Building Operations-funded secuiity upgrades because it was a temporary facility. Although it 
noted that certain security upgrades were provided duiing 2012, the ARB observed that 
“Benghazi was also severely under-resourced with regard to certain needed security equipment.” 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Refoim, Interview of Eric Boswell 
(July 9, 2013). 

Deparlment of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Unclassified Report (Dec. 

2012). 
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Overall, the ARB found that “[g]iven the threat environment, the physical security platform in 
Benghazi was inadequate,”’^ 

D. Temporary Nature of Mission Led to Security Personnel Challenges 

The ARB also found that the temporary nature of the mission led to short-term 
deployments and turnover of security personnel, or security staffing “churn”: 

The Board found the short-term, transitory nature of Benghazi’s staffing to be another 
primary driver behind tire inadequate security platfonn in Benghazi, Staffing was at 
times woefully insufficient considering post’s security posture and high risk, high threat 
environment. The end result was a lack of institutional knowledge and mission capacity 
which could not be overcome by talent and hard work alone, although the Board found 
ample evidence of both in those who served there. The situation was exacerbated by the 
lack of Locally Employed Staff (LES) who would nonnally provide a backstop of 
continuity, local knowledge, and language ability. This staffing “chum” had significant 
detrimental effects on the post’s ability to assess adequately both the political and 
security environment, as well as to provide the necessary advocacy and follow-through 
on major, essential security upgi'ades.’’’ 

Individuals interviewed by Committee staff agreed that temporary deployments and 
personnel turnover were an ongoing challenge. The Diplomatic Security Desk Officer for Libya, 
for example, stated that the post could only take volunteers for security deployments, and that 
“everything that was provided to it had to come from somewhere else, someplace that something 
was already allotted to essentially.”’’ He said: 

A: As a temporary mission, there was no allotted agents or a pool of agents which 

just — there were no full-time positions we could send to Benghazi. So we had to 
draw from a pool of resources. We sent only high-thi’eat-qualified agents. That 
pool was also being utilized in other areas of the world, including Iraq, 
Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen. During this time frame, it was the backdrop 
of what was the Arab Spring, which was, you know, in recent history, at least, it’s 
an unprecedented time of political upheaval, which has caused numerous posts 
within NBA to actually go close, order departures, and have numerous security 
issues. 

Q: So was this then a fauly shallow pool from wliich you could pull these resoiuves 

at that point in time? 


” House Connnittee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Brian Papanu 
(Aug. 8, 2013), 
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A: Yes. Relatively speaking. I mean, compared to all the agents that work with DS, 

it’s a much smaller pool. Less than half. 

Q; So resources were an issue then? 

A: Yes, I would say so.'** 

E. Decisions Made by Deputy Assistant Secretary in Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security 

In addition to finding that Special Mission Benghazi lacked adequate security staffing on 
the night of the attacks and in the period leading up the attacks, the ARB concluded that this 
shortfall occurred despite multiple requests for additional personnel fi'om the post: 

Overall, the number of Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) security staff in Benghazi on 
the day of tire attack and in the months and weeks leading up to it was inadequate, despite 
repeated requests from Special Mission Benghazi and Embassy Tripoli for additional 
staffing. Board members found a peivasive realization among personnel who served in 
Benghazi that the Special Mission was not a high priority for Washington when it came 
to security-related requests, especially those relating to staffing.^^ 

Tire ARB explained that the level of five Diplomatic Security Agents was initially 
projected for the Special Mission Compound, but that the post achieved this level for only 23 
days during 2012: 

The Board determined that DS staffing levels in Benghazi after Embassy Tripoli re- 
opened were inadequate, decreasing significantly after Ihen-Special Envoy Stevens’ 
depaitui'e in November 2011. Although a full complement of five DS agents for 
Benghazi was initially projected, and later requested multiple times. Special Mission 
Benghazi achieved a level of five DS agents (not counting DoD provided TDY Site 
Security Team personnel sent by Embassy Tripoli) for only 23 days between January 1 - 
September 9, 2012. As it became cleai- that DS would not provide a steady complement 
of five TDY DS agents to Benghazi, expectations on the ground wei'e lowered by the 
daunting task of gaining approvals and the reality of an ever-shifting DS personnel 
platform. From discussions with foimer Benghazi-based staff, Boaid membem 
concluded that the persistence of DS leadership in Washington in refiising to provide a 
steady platform of four to five DS agents created a resignation on the part of post about 
asking for more. The TDY DS agents resorted to doing the best they could with the 
limited resources provided.^* 


Department of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Unclassified Report (Dec, 

2012 ). 
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Consistent with the ARB, the Cojnmittee identified multiple requests for additional 
security personnel in Benghazi. State Department officials told Committee staff that, despite 
these requests, Charlene Lamb, Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Programs within the 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security, decided in February 20 1 2 to provide only three Diplomatic 
Security Agents to Benghazi. According to the Diplomatic Security Desk Officer, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary Lamb reportedly made this decision because she felt that Diplomatic Security 
Agents were being inappropriately used as drivers, a role that local staff could fill: 

Q: Let me ask a question regarding that Febmaiy period where DAS Lamb discovers 

that there are two DS agents being used as a driver as opposed to I guess 
conducting themselves as DS agents for movements or whatever their duties 
would require. I think you had mentioned that — at that point in time sets the 
number of five down to three? Is that what you said, something along those lines? 

A: That’s correct. In conversations with — 1 don’t recall exactly. It was around that 

time frame. But I definitely remember the meeting with DCM Polaschik, where it 
was set as three as far as, you know, DAS Lamb was my superior and my boss’ 
superior. So when she said it was three, that’s the number we tried to attain. And 
it was more of a program management is what we traditionally do in DS/IP, vice, 
hard skills, such as driving, which we would do doing protection but not overseas, 

Q: And did you ask her why three? Or did you query her further about, okay, we 

thought it was going to be five or they're asking for five, but now you are saying 
three. Why three? Did you query her about that? 

A; It was very clear to me that — from the conversations we had, that the prime 

reason that was made evident to me was the driving issue. And that is standard 
practice through the vast majority of the world is that LES or FSNs provide the 
drivers for the mission. 

Q: But DAS Lamb then said, okay, so now we’re only going to provide three? 

A: She told me the number to provide was three. 

Q: And how far into the future does that directive carry her? 

A: That carried her right until I received word otlietwise, which 1 never did. So three 

was the number that I always tried to obtain officially. As far as I was concerned, 
three. 

Q: So, from your perspective, it was your marching orders given to you by DAS 

Lamb that thi-ee was the number of agents that you were to try to supply— 

A: Yes. 
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Q: — ^to post. 

A: Clearly, around the February 15,16 time frame, that was made evidently clear to 

me. 

Q: And when you say “evidently clear,” she had a conversation with you? 

A: Yes. We spoke about it, not just with me directly but with my supervisor as well. 

Q: Was she emphatic about it? 

A: That was the number she wanted, yes. 

Q; And what about once post got LES drivers? 

A: Which they did eventually. I believe in April, they started to get drivers. One 

TDY driver, for sure, went to Benghazi. And I Icnow they hired two. At one 
point, 1 think one ended up leaving or something. But it remained at three, like 1 
said, from February 15 until September 11.^’ 

Following a series of attacks again.st Western interests in June 2012, the Regional 
Security Officer in Libya, Diplomatic Security Desk Officer, and the Diplomatic Security 
Regional Director drafted and submitted a memorandum requesting five Diplomatic Security 
Agents for Benghazi, but Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb did not approve the request. The 
Desk Officer described the process: 

A; It was approved by my direct supervisors, and then it was upstairs for a while. 
And we didn’t hear anything. We felt it urgent enough, my supervisor scheduled 
a meeting with DAS Lamb, and in the meeting with DAS Lamb, essentially the 
long and short of it, the memo was denied for additional resources, 
personnel-wise. 

Q: Can you walk us through that in a little more detail? How long was it upstairs? 

So your immediate supervisor, that would be Mi'. Bacigalupo? 

A: At that time it was James Bacigalupo, correct. 

Q: So he approved this action memorandum, and then it would go to Charlene Lai'nb. 

Is that correct? 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Refonn, Interview of Brian Papanu 
(Aug. 8, 2013). 
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A: It went to — I know it was in — don’t know where it went in between. Probably 

to her staff assistants or the deputy prior to her. But it definitely made it to her 
because that’s who we had the meeting with. 

Q: And how long was it up there before the meeting? 

A: I think the memo actually didn’t get sent up until after the incident with the UK 

protective detail, so it was probably mid-June, June 15th, I believe, the date on the 
memo. So I think it was late that week. Maybe June 1 8th. I can't recall it 
specifically, 

Q: Okay. And what is your recollection of that meeting? Or why was it denied? 

A; Well, I mean, by the memo, 1 thought it was pretty clear. I had outlined the 

anti-Western attacks. My feelings, along with the RSO’s— and both RSOs 
opposed, and my superiors, we tried to advocate for additional security resources. 
It was denied. It wasn’t outright denied. It was — she wanted to know specifically 
what programs that the additional agents would be working on. 

Q: And so what was the response to that when she — was there an effort to justify the 

additional agents or — 

A; Yes. 

Q: And can you explain? 

A: Certainly. I reached back to the RSO in Benghazi, and I told them the response 

that we had received from DAS Lamb and asked them to come up with what he 
would be doing, you know, what these agents would be — what programs they 
would be running. So he generated a list of items. The focus turned toward — 
after that, the focus turned toward physical secmity measures that could be 
implemented to help ease the workload of the agents that were already out there. 

Q: I’m Sony. But given tliat there has been an attack on the consul, on the post, did 

you find it odd that the response from tlie requests — the recommendations for 
more agents — that the response back was, one of the programs — I mean, at least 
from ray perspective, one of the programs, we would be protecting the compound. 
I mean, did you have any thoughts about that? 

A: Obviously, 1 thought it should have been accepted. That’s why I wrote it and sent 

it up. 

Q; Sure. 
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A: I mean, 1 stand by the memo as it’s written. 

Admiral Mullen explained that the responsibility to provide the required number of 
secvuity personnel established in the December 2011 action memo fell to the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security: 

Under Secretary Kennedy signed out the memo extending Benghazi from December of 
‘ 1 1 to December of ‘ 12. And in that memo there were — there was a — in paiticular an 
area of focus with respect to number of RSOs that needed to be out in Benghazi. After 
that, and he may have been, but after that, 1 didn’t see any — you know, I didn’t see his 
involvement from a security standpoint, per se, in any significant way. Did he have 
broad responsibility? Yes. But there was a tremendous dependence on Ms, Lamb and 
DS to take care of this,''*' 

Former Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb testified at the Committee’s October 10, 201 2, 
hearing on the Benghazi attacks. When questioned about requests for additional security staffing 
from post, she explauied that she responded by asking post for a “serious assessment of the 
numbers that were needed there.”'®^ Regarding the security staffing on the night of the attacks, 
she also testified: “we had the correct number of assets in Benghazi at the time of 9/1 1 for what 
had been agreed upon.”'™ 

During.the hearing, Ms. Lamb was asked ifbudgetaiy considerations were a factor in the 
Department’s decision not to increase security personnel in Benghazi. She responded: 

[T]his was an unprecedented attack in size and ferocity, as the words of RSO Eric 
Nordsti'om, And as long as we have the need to be outside of tlie wire in these volatile 
countries, we can’t defend against that.'"'' 

Admiral Mullen explained that the Bureau of Diplomatic Security and the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary, in particular, did not provide adequate security personnel despite repeated 
requests: 

[TJhere was a very clear commitment for another 1 2 months, security needed to be 
provided, specifics of how many agents in Benghazi specifically. 'Ihen it falls back on to 
Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb, who actually didn’l see Ihe memo, wasn’t aware of it, 
as I recall, until after September 11th or 12th, after ihe 12th, which was kind of a 

'®' House Committee on Oversight and Government Refoim, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Oovermiienl Reform, Hearing on the Security 
Failures of Benghazi (Oct. 10, 2012). 

>^Id. 
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stunning revelation. I think Mr. Nordstrom at one point in time foiwardeci some 
recommendations for security improvements in January, attaching that memo to it. He 
wasn’t happy that the memo had actually been signed out, and he didn’t know anything 
about it as the RSO in Libya. So, I mean, it gave, from one perspective it gave pretty 
clear direction, we’re committed out here, and you need to make sure we’re okay. That 
then all goes back, from my perspective, on to Mr. Boswell and Ms. Lamb’s lap in terms 
of making sure security is all right, and yet it was, in fact, over the next many months that 
she fovight it, didn’t resource it, bureaucratically didn’t answer, made it incredibly 
difficult on those who were trying to improve the security to achieve any kind of outeome 
tliey deemed favorable, and she just beat them down over time. 

F. Secretary Clinton Did Not Personally Sign Cable Authorizing Security 
Reductions 


On April 23, 2013, the Chairmen of the House Committees on Oversight and 
Government Reform, Armed Services, Foreign Affairs, the Judiciary, and Intelligence, released a 
report that alleged that former Secretary Clinton signed a cable scaling back security personnel 
for U.S. diplomatic facilities in Libya in response to requests for additional security. The 
Republican report stated: “On March 28, 2012, Ambassador Cretz sends a cable to Secretary 
Clinton requesting additional security assets,”'”^ 


The report then stated: 


On April 19, 2012, the response cable from the Department of State to Embassy Tripoli, 
bearing Secretary Clinton’s signature, acknowledges Ambassador Crctz’s request for 
additional security but instead articulates a plan to scale back seciu'ity assets for the U.S. 
Mission in Libya, including the Benghazi Mission. 

As part of its investigation, the Committee has now obtained a copy of the cable at issue. 
Like millions of other cables sent from the State Department, it bears a pro forma stamp with the 
Secretary’s name. The April 19, 2012, cable shows communications between Embassy Tripoli 
and Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s Office of International Programs (DS/IP). The cable reads: 
“DS/IP acknowledges post’s requests.’’"” At the time the cable was sent, the official directly 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 

Majority, House Committees on Oversight and Gover nment Refonn, Armed Services, 
Foreign Affairs, the Judiciary, and Intelligence, Interim Progress Report for the Members of the 
House Republican Conference on the Events Surrounding the September 11, 2012 Terrorist 
Attacks in Benghazi, Libya (Apr. 23, 2013). 

'^Id. 

Department of State, 12 STATE 38939 (Apr. 19, 2012). 
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responsible for DS/IP was then-Deputy Assistant Secretaiy Lamb, whom the ARB and the 
minority have confirmed played a key role in making security decisions. 

During an appearance on Fox News’ Fox and Friends on April 24, 2013, Chahman Issa 
again made the accusation that Secretary Clinton was personally responsible for security 
reductions in Benghazi: 

[The] Secretary of State was just wrong. She said she did not participate in this, and yet 
only a few months before the attack she outright denied security in her signature in a 
cable [in] April 2012,'"^ 

The Washington Post Fact Checker gave Chairman Issa “Four Pinocchios” for this 
accusation; 

Issa has no basis or evidence to show that Clinton had anything to do with this cable — 
any more than she personally approved a cable on proper e-mail etiquette. The odds are 
extremely long that Clinton ever saw or approved this memo, giving us confidence that 
his inflammatory and reckless language qualifies as a ‘whopper.’ 

Regarding the significance of Secretary Clinton’s signature on the April 19, 2012 cable, 
Richard Shirmick, a member of the Accountability Review Board and veteran State Department 
official, added: 

Every single cable going out is signed ‘Clinton,’ it is the normal procedure. Millions of 
cables come into the operation center every yeai', not thousands, millions. And they are 
all addi'essed Hillary Clinton. So you can make a story that Hillaiy saw a cable and 
didn’t act on it or sent a cable out; it’s all bullsh*t, it’s ail total bullsh’*t. 1 can’t be any 
clearer than that, 


Fox and Friends, Fox News (Apr. 24, 2013). 

’ ’ * Issa '.t Absurd Claim That Clinton ‘s ‘Signature ' Means She Personally Approved It, 
Washington Post (Apr. 26, 2013). 

Benghazi Review Panel Member: Fox-Promoted GOP Claims Against Clinton Are 
'Total Bullsh*t, ' Media Matters (Apr. 25, 2013). 
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IV. TALKING POINTS 

Republicans have accused the President and other Administration officials of deliberately 
misleading the American people and engaging in a cover-up, citing in particular talking points 
used by Ambassador Susan Rice dtuing her appearance on Sunday news shows on September 
16, 2013, Chairman Issa stated that “the American public was deliberately misled,”"^ and that 
“Ambassador Rice outright read off of talking points that had to be knowingly £3156,””“* Rep, 
Rohrabacher alleged; “What is clear is that this administration, including the pipsident himself, 
has intentionally misinfomed, read that LIED, to the American people in the afteimath of this 
tragedy,”"* Senator Inhofe stated that this was the “most egregious cover-up in American 
history,”"* 

After interviewing multiple officials involved in the immediate response to the attacks in 
Benghazi and the drafting of the talking points, the Committee has identified no evidence 
whatsoever to support accusations that the talking points were drafted or altered in order to 
mislead the American people. To the contrary, during their transcribed inteiviews with 
Committee staff, numerous officials described the days before and after the attacks as an 
intensely dangerous, complex, and confusing week of protests and other violent episodes at U,S. 
facilities around the world, 

A. Developed by Iiitelligenee Community 

In May 2013, the White House released 100 pages of e-mails that demonstrate that 
talking points used by Ambassador Susan Rice on the Sunday talk shows were prepared by 
the Intelligence Community based on its best assessments at the time in response to a 
Congressional request for information to share with media,'" 

Victoria Nuland, the former State Department spokesperson, explained during her 
transcribed interview with Committee stafi" the process of developing the talking points: 

Q: Now, turning to a different phrase, does the phrase “demonstrations in Benghazi 

were spontaneously inspired” appear in this version of the talking points, again, 
in the first bullet? 

A: It does. 

CBS Evening News, CBS (May 6, 2013). 

' ''' Darrell Issa on Benghazi and the IRS, HughHewett (Aug. 7, 2013). 

"* Benghazi Hearing Turns Ugly: Republicans Accuse Obama of Lying, Dents Fire 
Back, NBC News (Nov. 15, 2012). 

"* GOP Sen. Inhofe: Obama Could Be Impeached over Benghazi 'Cover-up, ' The Hill 
(May 10, 2013). 

' " See, e.g.. White House Releases Benghazi E-mails, CNN (May 1 6, 201 3) (online at 
www,cnn,com/2013/05/l 5/politics/benghazi-emails/index.html). 
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Q: Thank you. Did you or anyone at the State Department to your knowledge 

insert the phrase “demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously inspired” or 
request that this plu'ase be used in the talking points? 

A: We did not. 

Q: Based on your understanding of the facts and circumstances of the events in 

Benghazi at this time, was there anydiing factually inaccurate about including 
this phrase? 

A; Again, I wasn’t sure personally, one way or the other, whether what had 
transpired outside the gates could or could not be called a demonstration. 
Frankly, that evening 1 assumed that if the CIA was writing this this way, tlrat 
they had confmned that there had been demonstrations. 

Q: Turning to a different phrase, does the phrase “violent demonstrations” appear in 

this version of the talking points, focusing now on the second bullet? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Did you or anyone in the State Department, to your knowledge, insert this 

pluase or request that this phrase be used in the talking points? 

A: 1 did not. 

Q: Based on your understanding of the facts and circumstances of the events in 

Benghazi at this time, was there anything factually inaccurate about including 
this phrase? 

A: Again, I wasn’t aware of any information, at that point, that would have 

necessarily contradicted this. I assumed that in writing it, the CIA had facts to 
back it up."® 

Ambassador Nuland also explained the role played by the White House during the 
development of the talking points: 

On this chain of talking points, the White House, the National Security staff, did not 

develop the contents. In fact, it was rarely the case that the NSS developed the content. 

In this case, the CIA developed the content. The NSS staff, as I saw it, were 

endeavoring to ensure that the equities of all the relevant agencies in the process were 

respected, that the talking points were complete, that they were consistent, that they 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview of Victoria 
Nuland (Aug. 28, 2013), 
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were accurate.'*® 

Jake Sullivan, the former Director of Policy Planning at the State Department, agreed 
with Ambassador Nuland’s description of this process: 

A: The role of the White House was simply to coordinate a clearance process in 

which each of the agencies that had some role or interest reflected in the points 
got a chance to weigh in. 

Q: Okay. And to your knowledge, during this process, did the White House, did the 

White House officials, did they, in your view, unfairly weigh in on behalf of any 
single official or agency? 

A: No. 

Q: In your view, did they generally run a fair process? 

A: In my view, yes, it is all laid out in the emails. I think the process was entirely 

fair and geared towards ensuring that eveiyone’s voices were heard and that the 
end product was appropriate. 

Mr. Sullivan also rejected accusations that the talking points had been doctored by the 
White House to mislead the American people: 

Q: Mr. Sullivan, to your knowledge, was the process of developing or editing talking 

points a part of an effort to mislead Congress and the American people? 

A; Absolutely not, 

Q; Based on what you obseived, was the process of developing the talking points 
focused more on unfairly protecting the reputation and credibility of the State 
Department than on explaining to the American people the facts surrounding the 
fatal attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities and personnel in Libya? 

A: No. 

Q: To your knowledge, did White House officials direct that talking points be 

changed to protect the reputation of the State Department? 

A: No. 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Refonn, Interview of Jacob Sullivan 
(Sept. 12. 2013). 
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Q: To your knowledge, did the administration deliberately remove references to al 

Qaeda linked groups and previous attacks in Benghazi as part of an effort to 
protect the State Department? 

A: No. 

Q: To your knowledge, did White House officials direct that the talking points be 

changed out of desire to dismiss the continued threat posed by extremist groups in 
the region? 

A: No.'^‘ 

B. Rapidly Unfolding Events Led to Confusion and Uncertainty 

Dm'ing his transcribed interview with Committee staff, the former Office Director for 
Maghi'eb Affairs stated that there was significant unceitainty about what occurred in 
Benghazi: 

Q: After the statements made by Ambassador Rice, you had some visibility into the 

disagreements in the process leading up. What was your reaction to the 
statements that were ultimately made on the Sunday talk shows? 

A; I think that the first week after 9/1 1 there was significant uncertainty about 

what had happened and disagreement among key people who shaped opinion. 

And I don’t mean people with ideas. I mean people with information. There 
was a disagreement about what had happened.'’’^ 

The Office Director added that the unrest and demonstrations occurring across the 
Middle East and North Africa contemporaneously and shortly after the attacks in Benghazi 
“colored” the view of the attacks and delayed the ability of the U.S. Government to obtain the 
“ground truth”: 

Q: And so the attack in Cairo, would it be safe to say that it fi-om a time 

perspective bleeds right into the Benghazi attack? 

A: Y es, it was in the same timeframe, and to a certain degree it colored in the 

initial few days, it colored how people looked at that attack, 

Q: And what do you mean colored? 

A: Because it was the first, and there was incomplete and sort of changing 


Id. 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Refotm, Interview of William 
Roebuck (Aug. 5, 2013). 
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information about what had happened in Benghazi. You had this other thing 
that happened in Cairo, and there was some confusion about have you had — 
was this the same thing, were these two incidents the same, were they 
different? The interagency was trying to sort that out. They were also trying 
to sort out the conflicting information from Benghazi itself. 

Q: And immediately following the Benghazi incident, were there other incidents 

at other posts around the world? 

A: There were. There were incidents in Sudan, in Pakistan. 

Q; Can you give me some timeframes and dates? Was this months later or — 

A: No, no, this was in the same — -this was the week. Tm talking about the week 

from September 1 1 through, you know, 1 8 or 1 9. 

Q: So all in the same week? 

A: y eah. 

Q; And what was the basis for the other incidents at the otlrer facilities? 

A: They were protesting this film, this anti-Islam film. 

Q: So would it be reasonable, then, if there are disagreements within the agency or 

within different departments or agencies at the U.S. Federal Government level 
that it would be hard to sort of tease out the root cause of one incident versus 
another? 

A; I think it made it more difficult, and it probably slowed our getting to ground 
truth on Benghazi, absolutely. 

The Office Director stated that he heard from Gregoiy Hicks, then-Deputy Chief of 
Mission, that there were no protests outside the Special Mission Compound. The Office 
Director also said, however, that there was a “legitimate disagreement” between agencies over 
what occm'red in Benghazi that lasted for nearly a week after the attacks: 

Q: In those initial days, that fimt week after the attack, did you — were you 

involved in any di.scussion or did you have any awareness of a protest prior to 
the attack or that it was a result of a protest? Was that something you were 
familiar with? 
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A: What we learned from Greg Hicks, who talked to a range of people at the 

mission, was that there was not a protest or that people on the ground had not 
been aware of one. 

Q: When did you learn that? 

A: The day after, That would have been September the 1 2th. But there was 

disagreement in the interagency about what had happened, and people — I 
mean, on the intelligence side — disagreed about what had taken place, and that 
played itself out over 5 or 6 days or even a week after September 1 Itli, 

Q: Were you involved in those discussions at all? 

A: I heard some of them. 

Q: How would you have come to that? How would you have heard them? Were 

you part of SVTS or — 

A: Yes. 

Q; Okay. And did you convey— did you or somebody in yom' chain of command 
or from the State Department convey in that setting that this is what we're 
hearing from the people on the ground? 

A: I don’t remember. I think so from somebody. 

Q: And do you recall who that would have been at that point in time? 

A; I don’t recall specifically, but the two points of view were thoroughly aired. 

Q: But it was clear to you from people on the ground within a day that there 

had — the report from the people on the ground was that thei’e was no protest? 

A: Like 1 said, there was a dispute among people who were looking very carelully 

at all of the evidence on the ground, and there was a legitimate disagreement 
about what had sort of been the precursor to the attack. 

The Office Director explained that the disagreements over what events immediately 
preceded the attacks lasted for several days: 

Q: There was also a discussion about the night of the attacks, and you had made 

reference to the fact that there was some agency disagreement as to the basis or 
the predicate for those attacks. Is that correct? 
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A: Yes. 

Q: Okay. And how long did that last within the agency? 

A: Six to 7 days. 

Q: Okay. Would you characterize those disagreements as honest disagreements? 

A: Yes. 

Q; Were these people that you respected and are they generally well informed of 

global security or geopolitical issues? 

A: Yes, they were the experts. 

Q: And so if there was disagreement, in your opinion, that disagreement could be 

legitimate in that there was a basis for it? 

A: Yes, absolutely, 

Q: Okay. Was there also disagreement within differing agencies as to the basis 

for the attacks? 

A: Yes.'“ 

During his interview with Committee staff. Ambassador Boswell, the former Assistant 
Secretary of Diplomatic Security, stated: 

Q: In those immediate days when you were dealing with a lot of major issues going 

on, was there any specific understanding that what had happened in Benghazi was 
tied to the YouTube video or to what happened in Cairo? 

A: I knew only what the press was — I had no other knowledge of what was going 

on. To this day 1 don’t think the USG' — and we’l! know when the FBI finally 
comes out with its report and investigation — but to this day I don’t think we 
have a good fix as the USG on what exactly caused that attack or was 
motivating that attack,'^® 

The Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security stated that U.S. 
Government officials did not then and still today may not know exactly what occurred prior to 


W, 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of F.ric Boswell 
(My 9, 2013), 
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the attacks in Benghazi: 

You know, at that time, I think people still didn’t know what was going on. I mean, I 
don’t say you can definitively at that point even say what you knew what was — maybe 
not immediately outside of the compound, but you don’t know what was happening a half 
a kilometer before that. So you know, again, that was something that 1 didn’t involve 
myself in, and obviously, folks had access to much more information than I had. I mean, 

I had sort of realtime ground information, you know, not a lot of what else — other 
background infonnation, or intelligence that people may have been using. 

C. Numerous Attacks in Region Complicated Assessment of Benghazi 

During teanscribed interviews with Committee staff, numerous officials described the 
week of the attacks on Benghazi as an intensely dangerous, complex, and confusing week of 
protests and other violent episodes at U.S. facilities around the world. 

Eric Boswell, the Assistant Secretary of Diplomatic Sccuiity, who was on travel on 
September 11, 2012, described a multitude of events threatening U.S. posts around the world: 

I had to get briefed on what was — on what had been happening, what the state of play 
was not only in Benghazi, but in Tripoli. We were very concerned about Tripoli. 

Tripoli is an embassy that in some ways is similar to Benghazi . . . just like Benghazi. 

So we were very concerned about Tripoli. 

But also things were starting to go haywire in other places. This was at the time, as 
you will recall, of what I call the odious video, the YouTube video, the blasphemous 
video that load led to — I believe had led to the original demonstration in Cairo where 
people came over the wall. 

I think it was the day after 1 got back, we had an attack on our embassy in Sana’a, 

Yemen, where demonstrators penetrated the perimeter, did a great deal of damage, 
milled around inside the compound, and in subsequent days there were other such 
demonstrations. So I had my hands lull. 

We had a near invasion of a compound in Khartoum, Sudan, where very large — 
thousands of demonstrator.s — in each case there was thousands of demonstrators — saw 
thousands of demonstrators came up against the wall of this brand new mission, 
OSPB-compliant, SECCA-compliant, compliant- with- everything mission in 
Khartoum and tried very hard to get in. They did a lot of damage, but they didn’t get 
in. 


Similarly, and I can’t tell you exactly the dale, Td have to come back to you on tliat. 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Scott 
Bultrowicz (July 8, 2013). 
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but it was very soon there was a similar attack by a mob on our embassy in Tunis, 
another brand new facility. A large number of demonstrators penetrated into the — into 
the facility, milled around, did a lot of damage. It was a very alarming time. 

In the end, in all of those places, the systems that we had put in place to protect our 
people — and 1 want to underline this — ^the systems that we put in place to protect our 
people succeeded. It was a near-run thing, but it succeeded. There were no American 
casualties in any of those. They were very, very severe attacks on our missions. 

1 can add that there were also enormous demonstrations in Pakistan. I don’t want to 
undersell Pakistan in any of this. It was an area of great concern. I’ve said in the past 
and to you that I thought Peshawar was our most difficult mission in the Foreign 
Service, There were major demonstrations by tens of thousands of people against 
consulates in Kaiachi, in Lahore, and our embassy in Islamabad. The Embassy— the 
demonstration against our embassy in Islamabad by one count was 80,000 people. 

That focuses the attention when that happens. 

Dining his transcribed inteiview with the Committee, Jake Sullivan, then-Director of 
Policy Planning at the State Department, stated that the infoimation included in the talking 
points was consistent with what the Intelligence Community had been providing to the State 
Department during the week after the attacks: 

Q: And were these other attacks occurring days after the Benghazi attacks? Was 

it all within that 1 week? 

A; Everything that Tvejust described happened before Saturday, September 15th. 
Between September 1 1th and September 15th. 

Q; So, is this a confusing period at the State Department in terms of trying to 
understand motivation? 

A; It was a relentless period in wliich we were being bombarded by security 
challenges, not just in the region, but in other parts of the world, related to 
these protests at our embassies, and our focus was minute to minute trying to 
protect our personnel. 

Q: What about the motivations for these attacks? Was — was it difficult to tease 

out what was causing one fiom another, given that they were so closely 
occurring? 

A: Well, the common factor across nearly all of these protests in several different 

countries around tlie world was the video cited by the protesters, cited by the 

House Committee on Oversight and Govenunent Reform, Inteiview of Eric Boswell 
(July 9, 2013). 
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people supporting the protesters, cited by those who were attacking oui- 
facilities in Tunis, in Cairo, in Khartoum, in Sana’a, So that was a very present 
factor for us over the couree of that week, and U.S. officials at all levels were 
speaking publicly to it. Every major media organization in America and 
around the world was heavily focused on the role that the video played and the 
wide variety of attacks and protests taking place. 

Q: And one final question: What was the Intelligence Community telling the 

State Department throughout tliat week? 

A: Well, 1 don’t want to get into classified infonnation, but what I can say is that 

the information captured in the HPSCI talking points was completely 
consistent with what the Intelligence Community was telling the State 
Department that week. 

The Diplomatic Security Desk Officer in the Coratnand Center on the night of the 
attack also addressed the confusion during this week: 

Q: A minute ago, you testified that it was unprecedented in scope. There were a 

lot of armed individuals. Was that something that was communicated to you 
the night of or is that something you have learned subsequently? 

A; Not in the initial report. 1 don’t think the RSO had the numbers or — I believe 
he used the term “attack,” which would indicate it is not a protest, people just 
climbing over the wall. He probably would have said so if that was the case. 
So, from my recollection, the RSO meant it as an attack. And then, obviously, 
as the night progressed and we started talking and getting more information, it 
appeared to be incredibly violent, and it was definitely not what we were 
seeing in Cairo, which was very malicious in nature. And to be honest with 
you, a breach of the compound perimeter is a serious security issue. But they 
weren’t trying to break in. They didn’t build battering rams or anything like 
that. It didn’t look like they were there to hurt anybody from what we could 
tell. But in Benghazi, 1 mean, they went in initially and Just started— one of 
the first reports I recall was they went in and instantly started lighting fii-es and 
also explosions and gunfire was heaid at the onset of the attack like initially. 

So it appeared to be a terrorist attack. 

Q: And there was nothing like that in Cairo, nothing like the fires? 

A; No. No. But there were a lot of people in Cairo. A lot. I mean, it was 

unnerving to find out the numbers that that they had mobilized, I guess, would 
be the proper term. 


House Committee on Overnight and Government Reform, Interview of Jacob Sullivan 
(Sept. 12,2013), 
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Q; Do you remember when you first heard mention that the attacks in Benghazi 
might have been connected to a protest or a demonstration? 

A: 1 don’t. Probably the talking points tliat were put out, 1 mean, from my 

perspective, where I was, it was all meshing together as one. So we really 
didn’t have time to analyze one in particular from another. It could have just — 
I mean, it’s hard — everyone in Benghazi had guns. So who knows what then' 
initial intent was or what their intent was. But the way they all — one of them 
right after another and then stopped, it seems to signify to me that they were 
related in some way, shape or form. And the only common thread that I can 
see is the video. 

Q: So, in your opinion, at the time, Cairo was pretty clearly a demonstration or a 

protest that had become, you know, vandalism, some sort of hostility. But in 
youi’ mind, it was clearly a protest in natui'e and might have had some 
connection to the video. And because of the timing, the correlation with the 
Benghazi attack, you thought that there was a possibility that Benghazi was a 
similar event that had gotten even more violent, more dangerous? 

A: 1 mean, that’s part of it. 1 don’t want to sit here and tell you exactly. 1 mean, 1 

don’t know. But some of the things I witnessed in Cairo, I mean, the protesters 
were doing a lot of tweeting. Are you fatniliar with what a flash mob is? 

Q: Uh-huh. 

A: And then when we were reacting or coordinating responses in the command 

center, the Twitter pages were going crazy. It was unbelievable to see how 
much Twitter traffic was transpiring during the attack. This is in Libya now. 
And it was amazing. I had never used Twitter. I don’t use Facebook. I barely 
even use a computer, for that matter; emails are about it. But I was awestruck 
at the speed and the ability for them to communicate and then to get resources 
and people together where previously to that — at least historically, if you want 
to get a big demonstration together, you had to start making armouncements, 
sending out flyers. If you are going to gel a big turnout, you have to get the 
word out. And generally, we could pick up on those types of things. But with 
the Twitter and those things, then they can have a flash mob together very, 
very fast. And it’s difficult for a host nation or us to respond. And there’s no 
doubt in my mind that that was a strong part of it. The first phase of the attack 
on Benghazi, there was already Twitter stuff starting, In what I would call the 
second phase or the looting phase, that was all Twitter-fed. You could just tell. 
They are tweeting. And you know — it was — the mob — the number of tweets 
limning up the screen. We had a huge screen, and it was just running. It was 
imhelievable, 

Q: Do you remember how you found out that there was no demonstration in 
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Benghazi prior to the attack? 

A: , I just relied on the conversations with ray agents. They said they did not see 
one. They didn’t Icnow of one. . 

Q; Do you remember at what point you had those converaations? Was it the night 
of? 

A; No, it was after the fact. 

Q: How many days approximately? 

A: I don’t recall. I mean, they didn’t even come back for several days. They were 

in Frankfurt, speaking with the FBI. So it was a week maybe. I don’t know 
for sure."" 

The Desk Officer also described his view on the possible link between the Benghazi 
attacks and the video tape: 

Q: Since we are on this subject, can you walk through, starting with the Cairo 

attack, what DS was dealing with from Cairo to Benghazi and in the days of 
the additional incidents at other locations that you were responsible for? 

A: Certainly. In Cairo, I believe that we had some prior notice of a demonstration 

in Cairo. I don’t 1 00 percent recall. But I believe the post knew because they 
were already in — they weren’t open for business, and it didn’t appear — it 
appear ed they were aware of it. It looked like they were ready for it. .The 
demonshation began. And like I said, it lasted several houre. They breached 
the compound perimeter wall and were doing miscellaneous things, like 1 said, 
and that was going on for an extended period of time because the host nation 
wouldn’t respond or couldn’t respond to- — 

Q: Does DS at this point send something out to the other potentially affected posts 

that this is something you need to pay attention to? 

A: Yes. It went out. I know for sure that Benghazi got that infoimation. 

Q; And what do you tell them? 

A: I don’t specifically remember the message going out. I didn’t work on that 

aspect of it, but probably demonstrations in Cano, breached perimeter, could 
bo an ops alert or something to that effect. 


"" House Committee on Oversight and Government Refoim, Inteiview of Brian Papanu 
(Aug. 8, 2013). 
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Q: Okay. All right. And then Cairo bleeds into Benghazi? 

A: Well, yes. For me it did. Like I said, it was going on for so long, we started to 

do shifts. So, at some point late in the morning, it started. And now we’re 
talking late afternoon. And my shift had just ended down in the command 
center. So 1 was heading upstairs when the phone call came. 

Q: And then what about the days after Benghazi, what’s taking place? 

A: 1 don’t think— the day after Benghazi, 1 don’t believe anything happened. It 

was the following day that the protests in Yemen occurred, 

Q: And what was that like? 

A; It was a very large demonstration. They breached the compound in Yemen 

and did a lot of significant damage to the— they didn’t breach the chancery, but 
they did significant damage to the chancery grounds and our vehicles and — 

Q: Was that serious? 

A: — equipment there. Yes, I would say it was serious. 

Q: And was Tunisia also one of the — 

A: Yes. Tunisia occun'ed, I believe, the following day after Yemen. Tunisia and 

Khartoum were the same day. And once again, the protesters were able to gain 
access into the chancery compound. They weren’t able to gain access into the 
chancery. And the same thing occurred there. They did a lot of physical 
damage. They started some fires. And they burned down an adjacent 
American school. It wasn’t on our property, but it was across the street, So it 
was pretty significant there as well. 

Q: Violent? 

A: Yeah, Violent, yes. And destruction of property. And lighting fire. 

Q: And you had mentioned that these were motivated by the videotape? 

A: 1 mean, in my belief. I’m fairly certain that the Cairo, the Tunis, the Khartoum 

ones were — and Yemen were motivated by that tape. The Benghazi one was a 
little more — ^that’s more conjecture on my part just because I don’t think there 
was a direct link that I ever saw or heard. 

Q: You said something to the effect of all events were related or that you still 

believe that they were related to the this tape? 
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A: I do. 

Q: Why is that? 

A: Well, the mere fact of the time frame of them together. It could have been a 

coincidence, of course. But now we are talking my perspective. And I 
believe, I read somewhere one of the local guards, contract guards that was in 
Benghazi, he was interviewed and said that when he was being beat up by the 
attackers that this was for making fun of Mohammed or sometliing like that. 
And they made reference to it. So that's what I base my information on.‘^' 

Scott Bultrowicz, the former Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic 
Security, also described these events: 

Q: In Cairo, you had protests over the video that had led to a breach in our 

facility there, coirect? 

A: Uh-huh. 

Q: And then so, if not contemporaneously, certainly quickly theiuafter, you have 

the events in Benghazi? 

A; Uh-huh. 

Q: And then very quickly after that, you had other protest attacks on other U.S. 

facilities, I think Tunisia was one of them? 

A; Tunisia, 

Q: So was it crystal-clear that you could tease out in the hours or days or even 

weeks after the Benghazi attack what was a protest and what was not a protest? 
Would it have been reasonable to have some confusion, that it would be hard 
to know the underlying events and whether or not they were a contributing 
factor to the Benghazi attacks, in other words? 

A: I mean, I think it would be reasonable to assume that there would be some 

confusion, of course. I mean, that’s just the nature of it. And I think, as I 
mentioned, I’m not quite sure what the RSO on the ground in Benghazi saw 
outside the walls prior to the attack. All I can tell you is that, when he phoned 
in, he said he was under attack. And, you know, different individuals are 
going to probably di'aw different conclusions, maybe tying everything together 
or maybe not, Just trying to go, sort of, factually, sort of, what we thought at 
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the time. But, I mean, in itself, the whole situation was confusing, sort of, as 
they say, the fog of war. There was a lot going on. 

Q: When you say itself was confusing — 

A: Well, the>^ 

Q: —do you mean from the night of the — 

A: The— 

Q: —the day of the Cairo events forward to post-Benghazi to the other attacks? 

A: No, the night of the attack in Benghazi. But I think in the subsequent attacks 

that happened in Tunisia and the other posts, I mean, it was very clear that it 
was large-scale demonstrations, a lot of people, large crowds, same as in Cairo. 
I mean, again, you know, not trying to draw a connection of what happened 
that night in Benghazi to any of those events, but just to say that no one really 
knew, sort of, the lead-up all to that. You know, as I mentioned, what 
happened a half mile down the road, or before that, or when — because I’m 
pretty certain, and I could be wrong, but I think, you know', the RSO’s first call 
was once they breached the wall. Tm not sure if they were looking out prior to 
that.‘^^ 

Ambassador Elizabeth Jones, the former Acting Assistant Secretary of Near Eastern 
Affairs, was in continuous contact with Tripoli on the night of the attacks and told Committee 
staff that although she knew there had been an attack, she did not know the underlying 
motivation for it; 

Q; Okay. Now, your day starts with Cairo? 

A: Yes. 

Q: And this was a protest — 

A: That’s riglit. 

Q: — over the video — 

A: Right, 

Q: — ^that we have heard about ad nauseam? 


House Committee on Ovensight and Government Reform, Interview of Scott 
Bultrowicz (July 8, 2013). 
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A; Right. 

Q: They put ladders up against the wall. They potentially — did they breach the 

wall? 

A: They did. There were people roaming around the garden. 

Q: They breached the wall. And then that bleeds right into Benghazi? 

A: That’s right. 

Q: And then suddenly you have later that night potential threat on Tripoli? 

A: Right. 

Q; Did you think that they were all related? Was it a fog at that point in time? 
Was it easy to tease out one from another? 

A: We didn’t know what had sparked what happened in Benghazi. Because of the 

way, sort of the initial report when Greg — the report I had, which was 
Benghazi is under attack, that was all it said, I called Greg and I said, tell me 
what Chris said. He said Benghazi is under attack. I said, what does under 
attack mean? He said there are people shooting. I didn’t ask if there was a 
demonstration because I was more focused on what do we do now, not what 
just happened, what do we now, looking for Chris, is the building on fire, is 
there reports then of a mortar attack, who’s on the compound, how do we get 
Libyan secuiity there, is there anybody who can help us, those kind of things. 
So there wasn’t a discussion that evening about was there a demonstration or 
not. In Tripoli, when we saw the Web site claim that these Councils of Tripoli 
were going to — were going to: — were calling for an attack on the Embassy, I 
believe the language was attack, so I was thinking — we were thinking mortar 
attack, guns, that Idnd of thing. But we also knew tlint the possibility of 
demonstrations was not that night. There was no discussion of demonstrations 
that night. But witliin days after that there were discussions of routes the 
demonstrations could take. And the reason that became important is that the 
attack in Benghazi — in Cairo and Benghazi was on the 1 1th, bleeding into the 
12th for us, arid very much the 12th for Libya. On tire 13th, our Embassy in 
Sana’a was attacked and very badly, veiy, very badly damaged, and on the 
1 4th ow Embassy in Tunis. 

Q: And what was the basis for those attacks? 

A: The basis for the attack — at that point, the basis for the attack in Sana’a and 

Tunis, as I recall it, were the videos. 
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Q: Were tire videos. 

A: That was much clearer in the attack in Tunis. It was less clear in the attack in 

Sana’a. And there were many other embassies that were — in which there were 
demonstrations and the potential for — well, there were demonstrations. I 
think we counted in that — in those several days — Friday is always the most 
dangerous day for demonstrations. But over that weekend and into the next 
week, I think we counted 27-some demonstrations at 1 2 of my posts just in 
NBA, and there were many other dononstrations in other Muslim-majority 
countries because of the video. 

Q: So to be fair, was that a fairly confusing period? 

A: Yes, it was very — it was — it was — 

Q; When I say period, I mean days, weeks? 

A: Yes, absolutely. 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Refonn, Inteiview of Elizabeth 
Jones (July 1 1, 2013), 
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V. STATUS OF REFORMS 

A, Recommendations for Enhanced Security 

Based on its investigation, the ARB made 29 recommendations to improve the seciu'ity of 
U.S. diplomatic personnel semng overseas, 24 of which were unclassified, The ARB report 
identified six core ai-eas for action and reform: 

1. Overarching Security Considerations 

2, Staffing High Risk, High Threat Posts 

3, Training and Awareness 

4, Security and Fire Safety Equipment 

5. Intelligence and Threat Analysis 

6. Personnel Accountability*’^ 

Within these core areas, some of the ARB recommendations relating to security included 
the following: 


Endorsement of the Department’s request for increased DS personnel for high- 
and critical-thi'eat posts, Mobile Security Deployment teams, and DS domestic 
support staff. 

Sti-engthen security for personnel and platforms beyond traditional reliance on 
host government security support in high risk, high thi'eat posts. 

Convene a panel of Senior and Supeivisory Special Agents to revisit DS high- 
thi-eat training with respect to active interna) defense and fire survival. 

Re-examine Diplomatic Security (DS) organization and management, with 
particular emphasis on span of control for security policy planning,”® 


**“* Depailment of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Implementation (Sept. 
11,2013), 

Id. 
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B. Implementation of Recommendations 

On the same day the ARB report was issued, then-Secretary Clinton embraced all 29 
recommendations, urged all State Department employees “to cooperate fully,” and directed the 
Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources to lead a task force “to ensure that the Board’s 
recommendations are implemented quickly and completely, as well as to pursue steps above and 
beyond those recommended in the Board’s report.”"’ 

On September 1 1, 2013, the State Department issued an update showing considerable 
progress on the implementation of all 24 unclassified ARB recommendations. For example, 
since the ARB issued its recommendations in December 2012, the State Depaifment has: 

• filled 1 13 out of 151 newly created Diplomatic Security positions; 

• established a High Thi'eat Board to review the State Department presence at high 
risk, high thieat posts; 

• created a Deputy Assistant Secretary for High Tlu'cat Posts in the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security (DS), who is responsible for ensuring that such posts receive 
the focused attention they need; 

• established a panel that identified and developed 170 operational requirements, 
associated proficiency standards, and training plans needed by DS special agents 
operating in high-threat, high risk environments; and 

• established a six-person panel to improve DS operations and management 
structure which produced 35 recommendations, of which 31 have been 
accepted.’^* 

Dining the course of the Committee’s investigation, State Department personnel have 
reported that the Department has made significant progress in the implementation of the ARB’s 
recommendations. For instance, Deputy Assistant Secretaiy for Maghi-eb Affairs, Bill Roebuck, 
is uniquely positioned to see the progress that has been made over time with respect to the U.S. 
mission in Libya, specifically. Prior to the Benghazi attacks, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Roebuck was the Director of the State Department’s Office of Maghreb Affairs with policy 


Letter fi’ora Secretary of State Hillaiy Rodham Clinton to Senator John F. Keny (Dec. 

18,2012). 

Department of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Implementation (Sept. 

11,2013). 
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responsibilities in the region including Libya.'^* From January to June of 2013, he seived as the 
U.S. Charge d’Affaires to Libya.'"''’ 

During a transcribed interview, Deputy Assistant Secretaiy Roebuck informed 
Committee staff that, while serving in Libya, he saw evidence that the ARB recommendations 
were being implemented: 

When I was charge in Tripoli for 6 months, for example, there were a huge number of 
security upgrades that are underway, many of them, you know, attributable either directly 
or indirectly to ARB, you know, recommendations; some of them attributable to, you 
know, further inquiries or studies the ARB said should be done on security, they were 
done and tlien they — these security — recommended security upgrades arose out of those 
studies, one between, I believe it’s a committee they mentioned with DOD participation 
and — and State, and those upgrades are underway, and they’ve vastly improved Ihe 
security of the mission in embassy Tripoli, They’ve also recommended things to increase 
the connectivity between DS and NBA. And I’ve seen evidence of that since I’ve been 
back as the DAS.'"" 

Deputy Assistant Secretary Roebuck also explained the current status of the 
recommendations : 

I think most of them have been implemented or are in the process of being implemented. 
Of course, they were made in hindsight, but absolutely in hindsight, you know, they — 
they were — you know, constituted a rational set of recommendations on the security side, 
and I think they’ve largely been implemented.'"'^ 

C. Creation of Sullivan Best Practices Panel 

One of the ARB’s key “Overarching Security” recommendations was for the State 
Department to “establish a panel of outside independent experts (military, security, 
humanitarian) with experience in high risk, high thix;at areas to identify best practices (from 
other agencies and other countries), and regularly evaluate U.S. security platforms in high risk, 
high threat posts.”'""' 


House Committee on Oversight tmd Government Refoim, Inteiview of William 
Roebuck (Aug. 5, 2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Inteiview of William 
Roebuck (Aug. 5, 2013). 

Department of State, Benghazi Accountability Review Board Unclassified Report 
(Dee, 2012), 
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In response, the State Department created a six-person “Best Practices Pane!” headed by 
foiiner United States Secret Service Director Mark Sullivan, who is scheduled to testify before 
the Committee on September 19, 2013. Another member of the panel, former Assistant 
Secretary for Infrastructure at the Department of Homeland Secuiity Todd Keil, is also expected 
to testify on the panel’s findings. 

The Best Practices Panel has completed its review and issued 40 total recommendations 
in 12 areas, including: (1) Organization and Management; (2) Accountability; (3) Risk 
Management; (4) Program Criticality and Acceptable Risk; (5) Planning and Logistics; (6) 
Lessons Learned; (7) Training and Human Resources; (8) Intelligence, Threat Analysis, and 
Security Assessments; (9) Programs, Resources and Technology; (10) Host Nations and Guard 
Forces Capability Enhancement; (11) Regular Reevaluation; and (12) Change Management - 
Leadership. 

The most “overarching” recommendation, which the panel believes is “crucial to the 
successful and sustainable implementation” of all its other recommendations, is to establish a 
new Under Secretary for Diplomatic Security,'''* Cun'ently, the Bureau of Diplomatic Security 
reports to the Under Secretary for Management, who is responsible for a “large, complex” area 
covering a “myriad” of key matters such as pemonne!, budget, procurement, medical, services, 
and contracting. The panel concluded that the State Department “requires an organizational 
paradigm change” with a new Under Secretary for Diplomatic Security to better prepare against 
safety tbi'eats to diplomatic persoimel and missions.*''" 

According to the Best Practices Panel, its other recommendations “echoed the findings of 
previous boards,” such as the ARB: 

• Initiate a comprehensive DS and Human Resources (HR) review to determine the 
requirements for ... meeting operational and language training requirement, 
overseas staffing consistency and other mission essential objectives. 

• Develop and implement a Department- wide risk management model and policy. 

• Establish one planning office within DS that is accoimtable and respomsible for 
DS-centrio planning that informs DS decision-making and program execution. 

• Develop an accountability framework documenting institutional and individual 
accountability and responsibility for security thi-oughout the Department 


Independent Panel on Best Practices, Report of the Independent Panel on Best 
Practices (Aug. 29, 2013), 
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• Provide waivers to established security standards only after implementing 
mitigating measures as agreed by regional bureau or other program managers. 

• Establish a formalized lessons learned process and accompanying FAM policy to 
ensure a timely debriefing of all personnel who have participated in critical 
operational events.*'*^ 
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VI. FUNDAMENTAL FLAWS IN MAJOWTY REPORT 

On Sunday, September 15, 2013, Chairman Issa provided to select press outlets a 
Republican staff report entitled “Benghazi Attacks; Investigative Update Interim Report on the 
Accountability Review Board."''*® This report was not provided to Democratic Committee 
Members until the following day, September 16, 2013, and the report was never considered at an 
official Committee business meeting where Members could have vetted it for accuracy and 
completeness.''*® As a result, the report contains numerous mistakes and omits key portions of 
transcript excerpts that undermine the report’s conclusions. Several examples are discussed 
below: 


A. Allegation that Admiral Mullen Gave Cheryl Mills an Inappropriate “Heads- 
Up” Prior to Her ARB Interview 

The Republican staff report makes a very serious allegation that the ARB’s independence 
was undermined. The report cites as evidence for this allegation that Admiral Mullen gave 
Cheryl Mills, the State Department Chief of Staff, an inappropriate “heads-up” prior to her 
interview with the ARB. The report alleges: “Mullen put Cheryl Mills on notice in advance of 
her interview that the Board’s questions could be ‘difficult’ for the State Department.”'^" The 
report alleges that this action was “an example of how a culture of collegiality could undermine 
the ARB’s independence.”'*' The implication is that this advance information prior to her 
interview compromised the integrity of the ARB process. 

The Republican staff report completely distorts Admiral Mullen’s words to invent a false 
narrative. In fact, Admiral Mullen explained that he called Cheryl Mills not because she was 
scheduled to testify before the ARB, but because Charlene Lamb was scheduled to testify before 
this Committee. At the time, Ms. Lamb had already appeared before the ARB, and Admiral 
Mullen stated that he wanted to inform Ms. Mills that Ms, Lamb had never before testified 
before Congress. Below is the full excerpt, with brackets to identify Admiral Mullen’s actual 
meaning: 


Congress: Hillary's Benghazi Investigation Let Top Officials Escape Blame. Daily 
Beast (Sept. 15, 2013) (online at www.thedailybcast.com/articles/201 3/09/1 5/congress-hillary-s- 
benghazi-invesligation-let-top-officials-escape-blame.html). 

Email from Chief Majority Clerk to Democratic Members, House Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform (Sept. 16, 2013, 11:01 AM). 

Majority Staff Report, House Committee on Overeight and Government Reform, 
Benghazi Attacks: Investigative Update Interim Report on the Accountability Review Board 
(Sept. 16, 2013) (online at http;//oversight.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/Report-for- 
Members-final.pdl). 

^^'Id. 
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Q: During the life of the hoard, did you or any of the board members update State 

Department officials or DOD officials about the work of the board that you loiow 

A; With respect to DOD, no. Shortly after we interviewed Ms. Lamb, I initiated a 
call to Ms. Mills to give her — ^what I wanted to give her [Ms, Mills] was a head’s 
up because at this point she [Aft. Lamb] was on the list to come over here 
[Congress] to testify, and I was — so from a department representation standpoint 
and as someone that led a depai’tment, I always focused on certainly trying to 
make sure the best witnesses were going to appear before the department, and my 
reaction at that point in time with Ms. Lamb at the inteiview [the previous ARB 
interview] was—and it was a pretty unstable time. It was the beginning, there was 
a lot of unknowns. To the best of my knowledge, she [Ms. iMmb] hadn’t appeared 
either ever, or many times certainly [before Congress], So essentially 1 gave Ms. 
Mills a head’s up that 1 thought that her [Aft. Lamb 'j] appearance could be a very 
difficult appearance for the State Department, and that was about— that was the 
extent of the conversation.'^^ 

In other words, instead of undennining the integrity and independence of the ARB by 
giving Ms. Mills advance information prior to her intei-view with the ARB, Admiral Mullen was 
informing Ms. Mills that Ms, Lamb had no experience testifying before Congress, which she was 
scheduled to do before tlris Committee. There is no evidence before the Committee that calls 
into question Admiral Mullen’s personal integrity or the independence of the unanimous findings 
and recommendations of the ARB, It is unclear whether the accusation in the Republican staff 
report was made knowingly or based on an incorrect understanding of the facts, but since 
Chairman Issa did not provide a copy of this report to Democratic Members before he leaked it 
to press, this very serious and false accusation was made in a vei 7 public manner. 

B. Allegation that the ARB Downplayed the Role of Under Secretary Kennedy 

The Republican staff report also makes a serious allegation that the ARB “downplayed 
tlie importance of the decisions made above DS and NBA.”'” As evidence for this accusation, 
the report cites the involvement of the Under Secretary for Management Patrick Kennedy in the 
decision not to extend the military Site Security Team (SST) past August 2012. The Republican 
staff report states: 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Admiral 
Michael Mullen (June 19, 2013). 

Majority Staff Report, House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, 
Benghazi Attacks: Investigative Update Interim Report on the Accountability Review Board 
(Sept, 16, 2013) (online at http://oversight.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/Report-for- 
Membei-s-final.pdf), 
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Similarly, the decision to end the SST mission in Libya in July 2012 was made by 
Ambassador Kennedy, albeit based upon a recommendation from Charlene Lamb. 
Assistant Secretary for DS Eric Boswell testified; 

Q; Who were the decisionmakers relative to the — either the presence or the mission 
of the SST? 

A; The ultimate decisionmaker is Under Secretary Kennedy. 

Scott Bultrowicz — Boswell’s deputy — agreed. He stated: Well, again, he was certainly 
involved in the discussion whether or not the SST was going to be extended, because I 
think DOD reached out actually directly to Under Secretary Kennedy on that,’^'* 

The Republican staff report truncates this transcript excerpt and omits critical context 
explaining how and why the Under Secretary made the decision not to extend the SST. Mr. 
Bultrowicz went on to explain that although Under Secretary Kennedy was the final authority on 
whether to extend the SST, both Mr. Bultrowicz and Under Secretary Kermedy relied heavily on 
the recommendation of Ch arlene Lamh because of her expertise: 

Q: You had mentioned that it was Ms. Lamb’s recommendation not to extend the 

SST team? 

A; Yeah. She recommended that we wouldn’t need the extension. 

Q: And that was the final extension, 1 think, in — 

A: They left — I think they left August 4th. 

Q: Right, 

A; Right. 

Q: And so, would that have been her decision to make? 

A: No. That was a recommendation made to the Under Secretary. 

Q: From? 

A: Under Secretaiy of Management. 

Q: But— 


'^Ud. 
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A: And she made it througli me. The Under Secretary had asked her. for a 

recommendation, because she was the one closest to everything, you know, 
loiowing where the status of the guards were, the training programs, and things of 
that nature. So that recommendation was made. 

Q: So she would have been the most knowledgeable person in the position to 

evaluate whether or not tire SST should remain in country, and then it was her job 
to make a recommendation — 

A: Right. ... 

Q; Who had the final authority to make the decision to end the SST mission? 

A: The final authority? Well, I guess — 

Q: Within State. 

A: Well, ultimately, it would have been the highest person who had a say in it. So, I 

mean, I guess, if Mr. Kennedy would have come back and said, you know what, I 
don’t see it, I mean, he certainly would have had the authority to say that. But 1 
don’t see where he would have any reason, you know, much like myself, to doubt 
what was being said.'^^ 

Admiral Mullen explained that the ARB’s findings on accountability were driven by their 
determination of who was responsible for decision-making, as directed by the statute. He 
explained: 

[T]he responsibility for the decisions that were involved in the incidents, if you will, were 
made at a level inside the Department at a lower level, senior but lower. It very 
specifically focuses by law directing us as ARB members on where the decisions were 
made. That’s what guided us. And in the end there was no official, including the 
Secretary of State, whose involvement wasn’t reviewed, . . . 

We assigned accountability where we thought it was best and most appropriately resident 
in the officials, the four in particular, the four senior officials that we singled out in the 
report, two of whom we made specific recommendations for, and I’m very comfortable 
withthat.‘“ 


House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Scott 
Bultrowicz (July 8, 2013). 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of Admiral 
MichaelMullen (June 19, 2013), 
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As Admiral Mullen explained, the ARB determined that primary responsibility for the 
staffing decisions, including the decision to not extend the Site Security Team, rested with Ms. 
Lamb: 


The SST it was leaving the country on the 2nd of August. There were discussions as late 
as July with respect to between State and DOD and internal to State about whether we 
were going to extend this. In the end it’s my view that Ms. I.,amb won that debate, didn’t 
want to extend it.'” 

In addition to Ms. Lamb, the ARB held accountable her immediate supervisor, the 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security, as well as his supervisor, the 
Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security. 

C. Allegation That “Little Has Changed” at the State Department 

The Republican staff report argues that the State Department “is back to business as 
usual” because the State Department has not teiminated any employees. The report alleges: 
“Nine months after the ARB report was released and four employees were relieved of their 
duties and subsequently placed on administrative leave, little has changed at the State 
Department.”'^" 

These conclusions disregard the significant progress made by the State Department on 
substantive concrete reforms, as described in Section V above. The State Department has 
provided the Committee with an update on its progress implementing the ARB’s 
recommendations, and numerous Department officials interviewed by the Committee have 
explained that they have observed first-hand the very real changes that are being made. 

For example, a State Department official who seived in Libya following the attacks said 
that he saw on the ground how the ARB’s recommendations were being implemented to improve 
the security of the embassy in Tripoli. This official explained: 

When I was charge in Tripoli for 6 months, for example, there were a huge number of 
security upgrades that are underway, many of them, you Icnow, attributable either directly 
or indirectly to ARB, you know, recommendations.'™ 


Majority Staff Report, House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, 
Benghazi Attacks: Investigative Update Interim Report on the Accountability Review Board 
(Sept. 16, 2013) (online at http://oversight.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/Report-for- 
Members-fmal.pdf). 

'”ld. 

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Interview of William 
Roebuck (Aug. 5, 2013). 


79 



304 


He added that these upgrades “are underway, and they’ve vastly improved the security of 
the mission in embassy Tripoli.”'^’ 



o 



